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Roadwayv Desien Unit/ Hvdraulics Unit/ Roadside Environmental Unit/ Division 3

NCDOT’s Aquatic High Quality Resource avoidance and minimization guidance will be
implemented.

Roadwav Desion Unit/ Division 3

The project will include 3:1 fill slopes in wetland areas to eliminate the need for
guardrail.

- Division 3

NCDOT will implement the “Precautions For General Construction In Areas Which May
Be Used By The West Indian Manatee In North Carolina.” These conditions are outlined
in Section VI.D.1.c of this Environmental Assessment. NCDOT will make every effort
to schedule in-water construction from November until May when manatees are not
likely to be in North Carolina Waters. '

Division 2/ Bridee Maintenance Unit

If the existing drawbridge is removed, NCDOT will take precautions to limit debnis from
dropping into Waters of the U.S. Some temporary fill is anticipated from demolishing
the bascule piers and machinery rooms.

" Project Development & Environmental Analvsis Branch/ Roadwav Desien Unit

If Alternatives 2A — 2E are selected for the project, NCDOT will coordinate the proposed design
with N.C Maritime Museum officials to minimize the project’s effect on the future museum site
(see discussion in Section VII.C of this Environmental Assessment).
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SUMMARY

1. Type of Action

This is a Federal Environmental Assessment.

2. Description of Action

The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) proposes to improve
US 70 in the Beaufort area to a multilane facility (refer to Appendix A, Figures 1 and 2
for project location). The project will replace the existing drawbridge over Gallants
Channel with a high-rise or mid-rise bridge and extend US 70 as a multilane facility from
four Janes at Radio Island to near Olga Road (SR 1429), a length of 5.9 kilometers (3.7
miles). These improvements are proposed to eliminate travel delays occurring at the
drawbridge and to increase the traffic carrying capacity of US 70.

The project is included in the approved 2004-2010 Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP). The current estimated TIP cost is $43,800,000, which includes
$8,100,000 for right of way acquisition, and $35,700,000 for construction. Current cost
estimates can be found in Table 5 of this document. The project is scheduled for right of
way acquisition to begin in fiscal year (FY) 2008 and construction to begin post year
beyond 2010.

3. Alternatives Considered

a. Build Alternatives

The following alternatives are currently being considered for the project (see Table
5 and Appendix A, Figure 2A, 2B, 2C). The following relate to all alternatives:

o Replacement of the existing bridge with a four-lane bridge with 1.2-m (4-ft) painted
median (See Figure 6A)
e Typical section for new location segments will include four-lanes with a median (see

Figure 6B)
e Typical section for widening US 70 will include four lanes with a median (see Figure
6C)




e Turner Street will be widened to three lanes to maintain access between the proposed
highway and downtown Beaufort (See Figure 6D)
e West Beaufort Road will be widened/ realigned

- (1)  Alternative 1A

Alternative 1A replaces the existing Gallants Channel drawbridge with a high-rise
bridge just north of Cedar Street. The proposed bridge provides 19.81 meters (65 feet) of
vertical navigational clearance. This alternative includes a four-lane, median-divided
roadway on new location from near Stanton Road to north of Shell Landing Road (SR
1301).

(2) Altemative 1E

Alternative 1E is the same as Alternative 1A from Radio Island to West Beaufort
Road. The new location portion of this alternative turns south and ties back into existing
US 70 near Piners Point Road (SR1303). The proposed bridge provides 19.81 meters
(65 feet) of navigational clearance. Alternative 1E provides a more northern alignment
from Stanton Road to east of NC 101.

(3.)  Altemnative 2A

Alternative 2A replaces the drawbridge with a four-lane high-rise bridge and
connects with existing West Beaufort Road. The proposed bridge provides either 13.6 or
19.81 meters (45 or 65 feet) of navigational clearance. This alternative includes a
four-lane median-divided roadway around the perimeter of the airport and then follows
the same alignment Alternative 1A near NC 101.

(4)  Alternative 2D

Alternative 2D is the same as Alternative 2A from Radio Island to Stanton Road
and from east of NC 101 to north of Shell Landing Road. The proposed bridge provides
either 13.6 or 19.81 meters (45 or 65 feet) of navigational clearance. Alternative 2D.
provides a more northern alignment from Stanton Road to east of NC 101, than
Alternative 2A. ’

(5.) Alternative 2E

Alternative 2E is the same as Alternative 2D from Radio Island to Stanton Road
and then follows the same alignment as Alternative 1E.

4. Summary of Environmental Impacts

ii




The proposed improvements will improve traffic movement, reduce accidents,
reduce delays, and increase accessibility within this area of the County. These
improvements will benefit the region by increasing convenience and ease of travel for
US 70 between Morehead City and eastern Carteret County.

No impacts to archaeological resources will occur. No federally-protected species
will be affected by the project. Traffic noise impacts range from 27 residences and
businesses to 106 residences and businesses (depending on the alternative chosen). No
noise abatement measures are recommended. The number of residential and business
relocations range from 30 to 97. Wetland impacts range from 2.2 hectares (5.4 acres) to
5.2 hectares (12.9 acres). Alternatives 1A and 1E will have an adverse effect on the
Beaufort historic district, while all five alternatives will have an adverse effect on the
Carteret County Home.

5. Recommended Alternative

No alternative is recommended at this time. All five remaining “construction”
alternatives will be shown to the general public at the public hearing. A decision will be
made after the hearing.

6. Coordination

The following Federal, state, and Jocal agencies were consulted during the
preparation of this environmental assessment. Written comments were received and
considered from agencies with an asterisk (*) during the preparation of the assessment.

*U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
*U.S. Coast Guard
*U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

. *State Clearinghouse
*N.C. Department of Cultural Resources
*N.C. Department of Environment and Natural Resources
*N.C. Department of Public Instruction
Region P Planning Agency
Carteret County Commissioners
*Carteret County Transportation Committee
*Town of Beaufort




7. Permits Required

It is anticipated the proposed improvements will require a Departmé’fﬁ of the
Army Individual Section 404 Permit. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers will determine
final permit decisions.

A permit from the U.S. Coast Guard is required for the project.
A 401 Water Quality Certification, administered through the Department of
Environment and Natural Resources (DENR), will also be required for the project since a

federal permit is involved.

A Coastal Area Management Act (CAMA) Permit will also be required from the
DENR Division of Coastal Management.

8. Additional Information

Additional information concerning the proposal and assessment can be obtained
by contacting the following individuals:

John F. Sullivan, 111, P.E., Division Administrator
Federal Highway Administration

310 New Bern Avenue, Suite 410

Raleigh, North Carolina 27601

Telephone (919) 856-4346

Greg Thorpe, Ph.D., Director

Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch
North Carolina Department of Transportation

1548 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1548

Telephone (919) 733-3141
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1. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION

The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) proposes to improve
US 70 in the Beaufort area to a multilane facility (see Appendix A, Figures 1 and 2 for
project location). The project will replace the existing drawbridge over Gallants Channel
with a high-rise or mid-rise bridge and improve US 70 to a multilane facility from the
existing four lanes at Radio Island to near Olga Road (SR 1429), a length of
5.9 kilometers (3.7 miles). These improvements are proposed to eliminate travel delays
occurring at the drawbridge and to increase the traffic carrying capacity of US 70 through

the town of Beaufort.

The project is included in the approved 2004-2010 Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP). The estimated TIP cost is $43,800,000, which includes $8,100,000 for
right of way acquisition, and $35,700,000 for construction. Current total cost estimates
range from $53,155,000 to $69,096,000 (see Section IV, Table 5). Right of way
acquisition is scheduled to begin In fiscal year (FY) 2008 and construction to begin post

year beyond 2010.




II. NEED FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The need for the project is based on four main areas: traffic volumes/capacity; delays due
to drawbridge; accident history; and regional planning.

A. Traffic Volumes and Capacity Analysis

Average summer weekday traffic volumes have been used for the project analysis
to reflect a portion of the peak season traffic. The summer weekday traffic estimates are
approximately 22 percent higher than the Average Annual Daily Traffic. The 2004
average summer weekday traffic volumes for US 70 ranged from 11,500 vehicles per day
(vpd) near Olga Road (SR 1429) to 27,600 vpd near Gallants Channel. Based on traffic
modeling and current growth, the 2025 year volumes will range from 18,000 vpd to
42,400 vpd at these same locations. The estimated traffic volumes are shown in
Appendix A, Figures 4A — 4B.

The level of service (LOS) of a roadway is a measure of its traffic carrying ability.

Levels of service range from LOS A to F. Level of service A, represents unrestricted
maneuverability and operating speeds. Level of service B represents reduced
maneuverability and normal operating speeds. Level of service C represents restricted
maneuvering and operating speeds close to the speed limit. Level of service D represents
severely restricted maneuvering and unstable, Jow operating speeds. Level of service E
represents operating conditions at or near the capacity level. Breakdown conditions are
characterized by stop and go travel; this occurs at level of service F. The “no build”
alternative for this project yields levels of service ranging from LOS D to LOS F for the
design year of 2025. Mainline levels of service for the design year can be viewed in
Table 6 of this document, while Table 7 shows levels of service for intersections. -

B., Drawbridge Openings and Boating Usage

The Gallants Channel Drawbridge is one of 14 remaining drawbridges in North
Carolina. Based on drawbridge opening data for the year 2003, the Gallants Channel
Drawbridge ranked second in the highest number of openings, behind the Alligator River
Drawbridge on US 64 in Tyrrell County.

The opening schedule for the drawbridge has been revised in the past two years.
The current operation is as follows: from 6:00 a.m. until 10:00 p.m., the drawbridge is
scheduled to open once an hour at half past the hour if a boat signals the bridge operator.
On weekdays, during the momning and evening weekday peak hours (7:00 a.m. to 9:00
a.m. and 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.), the bridge remains closed. From 10:00 p.m. until 6:00
a.m., the drawbridge opens whenever a boat signals the operator. Each bridge opening
generally lasts 4 minutes.




The number of boats and the number of bridge openings are summari;gd below in
Table 1.

Table 1
Drawbridee Openings — Monthly Summary

2001 Bridge Openings

] Jan. | Feb.| Mar.| Apr.| May | June | July | Aug.| Sept.| Oct.| Nov. Dec. | Total
Number of | 124 | 138 | 171 | 526 | 947 | 1072|1119 056 | 835 793 | 678 | 205 | 7564
Boats

Number of 1135 | 117 | 147 | 391 | 603 | 690 | 722 | 674 | 514 | 457 424 | 163 | 5037
Openings

2002 Bridge Openings

Ll Jan. | Feb.| Mar.| Apr.| May | June | July | Aug. Sept.| Oct.| Nov.| Dec. | Total"
Number of | 101 |92 | 242 | 433 | 811 | 976 | 895 | 785 554 | 688 | 476 | 307 | 6360
Boats

Number of | 91 §9 1193 | 328 | 401 | 566 | 554 | 521 |389 |451 1307 |222 4202
Openings

2003 Bridge Openings

" |Jan. | Feb.| Mar.| Apr.[ May | June | July | Aug.| Sept. Oct.| Nov: | Dec. | Total:
Number of | 94 65 1138 | 395 | 741 | 756 | 758 | 731 | 464 | 660 | 539 373 | 5714
Boats

Number of 182 62 | 121 | 292 | 472 1499 |499 |502 | 325 408 | 348 | 238 | 3848
Openings ' :

The above data shows a higher number of boats that pass through the bridge
opening from May to August of each year. May through August are peak months because
of the popularity of tourism and vacationing in the Beaufort-Morehead City area. From
2001 to 2003 there was a decrease in the amount of drawbridge openings. This trend is
due to changes in the drawbridge-opening schedule. The changes were made to allow
fewer traffic delays at the bridge throughout the day. While fewer openings have caused
fewer delays, the issue of automobile backup remains prevalent. It is anticipated that the
increase of traffic combined with the continued openings of the drawbridge will
contribute to more traffic delays and congestion in the future.

C. Anticipated Safety Issues

During the period from January 2000 to January 2003, 236 reported accidents
occurred along US 70 within the project area. Of these, 102 accidents (43 percent) were
rear-end collisions, 27 (11 percent) were left turn accidents, 48 (20 percent) were angle
collisions, 5 (2 percent) involved vehicles running of the road, 7 (3 percent) were right-
turn accidents, 18 (8 percent) were sideswipe, same direction. These accident patterns
accounted for 86 percent of all reported accidents occurring along the facility. No
fatalities occurred.




Table 2 compares US 70 accident rates to the statewide average rates for similar
facilities.

Table 2
Accident Rates Along US 70
(Accidents per 100 million vehicle miles)

SR Rate Along" - |~ Urban Primary Routes

CAcideniTyee | US70 | SttewideAverage.
Fatal 0.0 0.8
Nonfatal Injury 180.13 132.0
Nighttime 45.99 59.2
Wet Conditions 57.49 67.0
Total Rate 452.23 311.2

The total accident rate for US 70 is 452.23 accidents per 100 million vehicle miles. This
rate is higher than the statewide average for similar facilities. The proposed
improvements to US 70 will promote safer traffic operations.

D. Route Classification and Thoroughfare Plan

US 70 is classified as a principal arterial on the North Carolina Functional
Classification System. Between Raleigh and Morehead City, US 70 is a component of
the Strategic Highway Network (STRAHNET). W ithin the project area, US 70 is not
included on the National Highway System, but is designated as a major thoroughfare on
the Crystal Coast Transportation Plan. This route serves local traffic between Morehead
City, Beaufort, and communities along US 70 East. This route serves regional through

traffic and Crystal Coast recreational traffic. The project area serves N.C. Port traffic and

may potentially include future traffic from the Global Transpark in Kinston.

E. Purpose of the Project

The purpose of this project is to increase the traffic carrying capacity of US 70 and

to eliminate delays to both boating and vehicular traffic due to drawbridge openings. The
project corridor is an important route for local and regional commuter and recreational

travel. To meet the increasing traffic demand and to reduce travel delays, improvements

are warranted for this corridor.
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A, Cross Sections

EXISTING ROADWAY INVENTORY

The existing roadway dimensions are listed below in Table 3.

Table 3

US 70 — Existing Tvpical Sections

.~ Location

Typical S¢C_iio:i, '

~ Dimensions

-West vbf Pivers Island
Road (SR 1208)

-Four-lane divided
shoulder section with
grass median

-3.6-meter (24-foot) travel
ways
4.8-meter (16-foot) median
3-meter (10-foot) shoulders

-SR 1208 to Moore
Street

-Two-lane shoulder
section

-7.2-meter (24-foot) roadway
3-meter (10-foot) shoulders

-Moore Street to NC
101

-Four-lane undivided
curb and gutter
section

-13.2-meter (44-foot) roadway
curb and gutter

NC 101 to Wellons
Drive

-Three-lane shoulder
section

-10.8-meter (36-foot) roadway
with 3.6-meter (12-foot)
shoulders

-Wellons Drive to near
Olga Road (SR 1429)

-Two-lane shoulder
section

-7.2-meter (24-foot) roadway
3.6-meter (12-foot) shoulders

B. Right of Way and Access Control

" The existing right of way along US 70 in the project area varies from 18.3 to 61
meters (60 to 200 feet). A 61-meter (200-foot) right of way exists at the western limit of
the project on the Radio Island Causeway. The right of way gradually reduces to 30.5
meters (100 feet) near the Moore Street intersection. An 18.3-meter (60-foot) right of
way exists from Moore Street to the eastern project limit near Olga Road (SR 1429). No

control of access exists along this route.




C. Intersections and Type of Control

The following roads intersect the subject portion of US 70 at grade: ™

Table 4
At Grade Intersections With Existing US 70

. Name. . .| Currently Signalized
Pivers Island Road (SR 1208) No
Moore Street No
Orange Street No
Turner Street (SR 1174) Yes
Craven Street No
Queen Street No
Pollack Street No
Marsh Street No
Live Oak Street Yes
Pine Street No
Mulberry Street Yes
First Street No
North Avenue No
Second Street - No
Third Street No e
Circle Drive No o
George Street No - ' &
NC 101 No
Center Drive No £
Carteret Drive No % |
Short Street No - }
Marshals Road : No '
Campen Road- Yes
Wellons Drive No
Pinners Point Road (SR 1303) No
Pear] Drive (SR 1459) No
Shell Landing Road (SR No
1301)
Olga Road (SR 1429) - No

D. Railroad Crossings

oy N

On the Radio Island causeway, the State Port Railroad is located parallel to US 70
along the south side of the roadway. This line does not cross Gallants Channel to provide
rail access to Beaufort. US 70 does not cross this railroad line within the project limits.




E. Structures i

Bridge Number 29 over Gallants Channel was built in 1957. The bridge’s bascule
span of the simple trunnion design is unique in that it is the only bridge in North Carolina
of its kind with the Hopkins drive system. Though itis identified as the youngest of four
bascule bridges in the pre-1961 inventory, this bridge is eligible for the National Register
of Historic Places because of its unique design. This structure has a sufficiency rating of
45.9 out of a possible 100 score. This bridge consists of reinforced concrete deck girders
with a central bascule draw span, supported by reinforced concrete caps and piers with
vertical concrete abutments. The bridge is 205 meters (673 feet) long with 15 spans at
11.6 meters (38 feet) and a bascule span of 43 meters (141 feet). The crest of the bridge
is approximately 12 meters (40 feet) above the bed of the channel. Approximately
4 meters (13 feet) of vertical navigational clearance exists between the low chord and
mean high tide elevation.

Structure P105 is a pipe arch culvert Jocated at Turner Street and Town Creek.
This culvert was constructed in the year 2000 and consists of four 2400 by 1650
millimeter (95 by 67-inch) corrugated aluminum pipes that are 18.3 meters (60 feet) long.

F. Speed Limits

A 70 kilometer per hour (km/h) [45 mile per hour (mph)] speed limit exists from
the western project limit on Radio Island to west of the drawbridge. The speed limit
reduces to 60 kmv/h (35 mph) from west of the drawbridge to Pinners Point Road. The
speed limit is 70 km/h (45 mph) from Pinners Point Road to east of Pearl Drive and
is 90 km/h (55 mph) from east of Pearl Drive to east of Olga Road. During school hours,
a 40 km/h (25 mph) speed zone exists in the vicinity of the Beaufort Elementary School.

G. Utilities

Utilities within the project area consist of aerial power lines, underground
one and fiberoptic cable, cable television, water lines, and sewer lines. High-
tension power line towers are Jocated along the north side of US 70 between Pivers Island
Road and Moore Street. Impacts to utilities are expected to be high.

tolonh
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H. Sidewalks

Sidewalks exist along Cedar Street from Moore Street to Live Oak Street and
along Live Oak Street from Cedar Street to Third Street. Sidewalks also exist along both

sides of Turner Street from Cedar Street to north of Pine Street.

I. Bicvcle Provisions

A 9.5-kilometer (6-mile) signed bicycle route exists in Beaufort. The Turner
Street and West Beaufort Road sections of the bicycle route are located within the project




area. This route follows less busy neighborhood streets to provide access to points of
interest, schools, shopping areas, the waterfront, and the historic district. Connecting
routes extend along Front Street to toward Freedom Park and Jaycee Park, east of the
Beaufort waterfront.

J. Greenways

No existing or proposed greenways are within the project area. -
K. School Buses

Approximately 12 school buses use the subject portion of US 70 twice each day.
These buses service Beaufort Elementary School, Beaufort Middle School, and East
Carteret High School.

L. Other TIP Projects In The Area

Project R-3624, located within the project area, will relocate a portion of NC 101
to accommodate the extension of runway No. 26 at the Beaufort-Morehead City Airport.
Other projects in the vicinity of R-3307 include bridge replacement projects B-4722, B-
3428, and B-4335. B-4722 will replace bridge No. 33 over the North River. B-3428 will
replace bridge No. 27 over Black Creek and B-4335 will replace bridge No. 46 on
Oakleaf Drive over the McNeil Inlet. Other notable projects in the county, but not the
study area are R-4431 (Havelock to Beaufort) and R-3437 (connector for US 70 to NC
101 in Newport), will be new location routes




IV. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION

A. Proposed Construction Alternatives Still Under Consideration

The following alternatives are currently being considered for the project (see Table
5 and Appendix A, Figure 24, 2B, 2C). The following relate to all alternatives:

e Replacement of the existing bridge with a four-lane bridge with 1.2-m (4-ft) painted
median (See Figure 6A)

o Typical section for new location segments will include four-lanes with a median (see
Figure 6B) '

e Typical section for widening US 70 will include four lanes with a median (see Figure
6C)

o Turner Street will be widened to three lanes to maintain access between the proposed
highway and downtown Beaufort (See Figure 6D)

e West Beaufort Road will be widened/ realigned

1. Alternative 1A

Alternative 1A replaces the existing Gallants Channel drawbridge with a
high-rise bridge just north of Cedar Street. The proposed bridge provides 19.81
meters (65 feet) of vertical navigational clearance. This alternative includes a
four-lane, median-divided roadway on new location from near Stanton Road to
north of Shell Landing Road (SR 1301).

2. Alternative 1E

Alternative 1E is the same as Alternative 1A from Radio Island to West
Reaufort Road. The new location portion of this alternative turns south and ties
back into existing US 70 near Piners Point Road (SR1303). The proposed bridge
provides 19.81 meters (65 feet) of navigational clearance. Alternative 1E
provides a more northern alignment from Stanton Road to east of NC 101.

3. Alternative 2A

Alternative 2A replaces the drawbridge with a four-lane high-rise bridge
and connects with existing West Beaufort Road. The proposed bridge provides
either 13.6 or 19.81 meters (45 or 65 feet) of navigational clearance. This
alternative includes a four-lane median-divided roadway around the perimeter of
the airport and then follows the same alignment Alternative 1A near NC 101.




4, Alternative 2D

Alternative 2D is the same as Alternative 2A from Radio Island to Stanton
Road and from east of NC 101 to north of Shell Landing Road. The proposed
bridge provides either 13.6 or 19.81 meters (45 or 65 feet) of navigational
clearance. Alternative 2D provides a more northern alignment from Stanton Road
to east of NC 101, than Alternative 2A.

5. Alternative 2E

Alternative 2E is the same as Alternative 2D from Radio Island to Stanton
Road and then follows the same alignment as Alternative 1E.

10
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B. Alternatives Eliminated From Further Consideration

1. Alternative 1B

Alternative 1B is the same as Alternative 1A from Radio Island to NC 101 and
then cuts across the Carteret County School and ties into US 70 near Pinners Point Road.
The proposed bridge provides 19.81 meters (65 feet) of vertical navigational clearance.

Alternative 1B will have an adverse effect on both the Beaufort Historic District
and the Carteret County Home. This altermative also bisects the Carteret County School

expansion site. Therefore, alternative 1B has been dropped from further consideration.

2. Alternative 1C

Alternative 1C was an initial alternative for improving existing roads. This
alternative consisted of widening and connecting portions of West Beaufort Road and
Live Oak Street and involved some new location. Altemative 1C would place a major -
highway on a residential street with a 35 mph speed limit. This would be disruptive to
residents along West Beaufort Road and to businesses near NC 101 and US 70. For these
reasons, this alternative was eliminated from further consideration. '

3. Alternative 1D

Alternative 1D is the same as Alternative 1E from Radio Island to NC 101 and the
same as Alternative 2D to Shell Landing Road (SR 1301). ’

Alternative 1D will have an adverse effect on both the Beaufort Historic District
and the Carteret County Home. This alternative was removed from consideration because

of the high impacts to relocatees.

4, Alternative 2B

Alternative 2B is the same as Alternative 2A from Radio Island to east of NC 101
and the same as Alternative 1B for the remainder of the project.

This alternative crosses the southern corner of the N.C. Maritime Museum
Property and bisects the Carteret County School expansion site. Therefore alternative 2B

was dropped from consideration.

5. Alternative 2C

Alternative 2C was also an initial alternative for improving existing roads. This
alternative was eliminated from further consideration due to the same reasons as
Alternative 1C.

12




6.  Alternative 3A i

Alternative 3A replaces the drawbridge with a four lane high-rise or mid-rise
drawbridge adjacent to the existing structure. This alternative widens Cedar Street and
Live Oak Street to five lanes from east of Gallants Channel to north of Shell Landing
Road. Alternative 3A will have an adverse effect on the Beaufort Historic District. This
alternative requires land from contributing properties within the Beaufort Historic
District, a Section 4(f) resource. For these reasons, this alternative was eliminated from
further consideration.

7. Alternative 3B

Alternative 3B was an initial alternative for improving existing roads near the
downtown area. This alternative consisted of converting Cedar Street and Pine Street to
one-way pairs. Alternative 3B would require construction on new location within the
Reaufort Historic District and disrupt businesses along the shoreline of Gallants Channel.
This alternative would also place one-way, US 70 traffic onto Pine Street, within a
residential community. For these reasons, this alternative was eliminated from further
consideration.

8. Queen Street Connector

The Queen Street Connector was introduced to maintain access between the new
location alternatives and Cedar Street. This connector would avoid the Beaufort Historic
District but place a three-lane or four-lane facility along this narrow residential street.
The Queen Street Connector involved substantial community impacts and disrupted a
school maintenance facility. Many area residents expressed strong opposition to this
connector. For these reasons, the Queen Street Connector was eliminated from further
consideration.

9. Pollock Street Connector

The Pollock Street Connector was introduced to maintain access between the new
location alternatives and Cedar Street. This connector would avoid the Beaufort Historic
District but place a three-lane or four-lane facility along this residential street. The
Pollock Street Connector involved substantial community impacts and disrupted a school
maintenance facility. Many area residents expressed strong opposition to this connector.
For these reasons, the Pollock Street Connector was eliminated from further
consideration. '

10. Turner Street Connector

The Turner Street Connector was introduced to maintain access between the new
location alternatives and Cedar Street. This connector would upgrade Turner Street to a




three-lane or four-lane facility with some new location. The Turner Street Connector
would widen a portion of Turner Street within the Beaufort Historic District and relocate
several residences. This connector did not provide a desirable angle at the intersection
with Alternatives 1A and 1E. For these reasons, the Turner Street Connector was
eliminated from further consideration.

11. Maintaining Existing Drawbridge with Alternatives 2A, 2D, and 2E

An alternative was considered for retaining the existing drawbridge and =
constructing a two-lane or four-lane facility along Alternatives 2A, 2D, and 2E. This .
z concept was introduced to allow Cedar Street to remain as a US 70 business route. This w
; would require constructing a “fly-over” interchange west of Gallants Channel,
rehabilitating and maintaining the drawbridge for a 25-year period, and constructing a
two-lane high-rise bridge and roadway on the Alternative 24, 2D, and 2E routes.

With a new two-lane facility, this concept would cost $5,800,000 more than the
current costs for Alternatives 2A, 2D, and 2E. By the year 2025, this two-lane facility
would operate at LOS F under heavily congested conditions that would exceed the road’s
capacity. With a new four-lane facility, this concept would cost $13,100,000 more than
the current costs for Alternatives 2A, 2D, and 2E. Congestion on the new facility would
likely be worsened during drawbridge openings if back-ups extended into the new US 70
facility from Cedar Street. The interagency project team reviewed this concept in March |
1999 and eliminated it because it did not meet the purpose and need of the project. For |
these reasons, this concept for maintaining the existing drawbridge was eliminated from ‘ .
further consideration. i

12. Tunnel with Alternatives 2A. 2D, and 2E

An alternative was considered for constructing a two-lane or four-lane tunnel
along Alternatives 2A, 2D, and 2E. The two-lane tunnel would allow the existing
drawbridge to remain in place to serve as a US 70 business route. The tunnel concept -
was introduced to reduce the project’s visual impacts to the Beaufort area. A 0.8 mile
long tunnel was considered for the Alternative 2 alignments. This concept is estimated to
cost between $ 172,900,000 (two-lanes) and $ 259,500,000 (four-lanes). The following
additional items were needed for a tunnel alternative but were not reflected in the cost
estimates:

o The remaining 2.5 miles of roadway for the Alternative 2 alignments.

o Additional bridges at the tunnel entrances to elevate the road above storm surge
levels.

e Aninterchange with the two lane tunnel to connect the tunnel with Cedar Street.

e Fxcavated material from the channel may contain hazardous materials requiring
special disposal measures.

e Long-term maintenance and operating costs.

For these reasons, the tunnel concept exceeded the scope of reasonable and practical



alternatives and was eliminated from further consideration.

C. "Do Nothing" Alternative

The "do nothing” alternative was considered during project development.
The “do nothing” alternative presents negative impacts to future traffic operations in the
area. Existing US 70 reduces to two-lanes at the drawbridge approaches. This segment
of US 70 has currently reached its traffic carrying capacity. The 44-year old bridge has a
sufficiency rating of 45.9 out of a possible 100 score and needs to be replaced. In
addition, the drawbridge opens as many as three times an hour during daytime and
evening hours, delaying motors a minimum of four minutes each opening. Reduced
vehicle delays and greater traffic carrying capacity are needed along.this facility. For
these reasons, the "do nothing" alternative was rejected.

D. Transportation System Management Alternative

Consideration was also given for a Transportation System Management (TSM)
Alternative to convert US 70 to a one way pair using Cedar and Pine Streets. This TSM
Alternative would require the construction of dual two-lane high-rise bridges over
Gallants Channel, involving some new location. The one way pair concept would
adequately accommodate current and future year traffic. Pine and Cedar Streets would
operate at LOS A in the current year and LOS C in the year 2025. Live Oak Street would
operate at LOS A in the current year and the year 2025. However, routing one-way (BN
70 traffic onto Pine Street would be very disruptive to this residential street. As
previously discussed with Alternative 3B, this concept would require construction on new
location within the Beaufort Historic District and disrupt businesses along the shoreline
of Gallants Channel. For these reasons, this alternative was also rejected.

E. Capacity Analysis

1. Mainline Analysis

A capacity analysis was performed to evaluate the no-build and construction
alternatives. The project was divided into the following six sections for evaluating the
Jevels of service for through traffic on US 70:

o Section 1 — Pivers Island Road (SR 1208) to Turner Street (SR 1174) (New
Location)

e Section 2 — Turner Street to NC 101 (New Location)

e Section 3 — NC 101 to Shell Landing Road (SR 1301) (New Location)

e Section 4 — US 70 from Pivers Island Road to Live Oak Street

e Section 5 — US 70 from Cedar Street to NC 101

e Section 6 — Turner Street from Cedar Street to West Beaufort Road (SR 1170)

A summary of the results of the mainline analysis is provided below in Table 6.




Table 6
Mainline Levels of Service

e

Section No Build Alts. JA and 1E: | Alts.2A,2D, and 2E+: -
Description 2025 - 2025 ki 2025 §: » :
o o L Traffic Traffic . Traffic .. e
1. Pivers Island Rd (SR
1208) to Turner St - C C
2. Turner Stto NC 101
- C C
3. NC 101 to Shell Landing
Rd (SR 1301) E B B
4. Cedar St, from Pivers
Island Rd to Live Oak St D A A
5. Live Oak St from
Cedar St to NC 101 D A A
6. Turner Street from
Cedar St to W. Beaufort Rd - E E

Intersection Analysis

An analysis was performed at the five major intersections along the project. The
analysis assumes these intersections would be signalized by the design year. The
proposed operational characteristics of these intersections are described in Table 7.
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Table 7 S
Intersection Levels of Service

T | T Als.1Aand1E | Als.2A,2D,and2E
L ' “Intersection : 2025 o 20250 S
= : Traffic = . Traffic -l
1. Turner St/ West Beaufort Rd F C
2. Cedar St/ Turner St D D
3. Live Oak St/ Cedar St B B
4, NC 101(New intersection) D . D
5. Live Oak Street/ NC 101 B B

Turner Street/ West Beaufort Road

With Alternatives 1A and 1E, a traffic signal is proposed at this intersection. The
intersection would operate at LOS D in the current year and LOS F in the year 2025 with
the proposed lane configurations shown in Appendix A, Figure 7A. Along eastbound US
70, this configuration includes two left-turn lanes, two through lanes and an exclusive
right-turn lane. Along westbound US 70, the intersection includes a left-turn lane, two
through lanes, and two right-turn lanes. Along southbound Turner Street/ West Beaufort
Road, the intersection includes two left turns, a through lane, and two right turns. Along
northbound West Beaufort Road, the intersection includes a left-turn lane and a shared
through and right-turn lane. '

With Alternatives 2A, 2D, and 2E, a traffic signal is proposed at this “T”
intersection. The intersection would operate at LOS B in the current year and LOS Cin
the year 2025 with the proposed lane configurations shown in Appendix A, Figure 7B.
Along eastbound US 70, this configuration includes two through lanes and a right turn
Jane. Along westbound US 70, the intersection includes two turn lanes and two through
lanes. Along northbound Turner Street, the intersection includes two left-tumn lanes and
aright-turn lane.

Cedar Street/ Turner Street




With Alternatives 1A and 1E and 2A, 2D, and 2E, the existing traffic signal
would be retained. The intersection would operate at LOS C in the current year and LOS
D in the year 2025 with the proposed lane configurations shown in Appendix A, Figure
7C. This configuration includes an exclusive left-turn lane and a shared through and
right-turn lane on each approach.

Live Qak Street/ Cedar Street

With Alternatives 1A and 1E and 2A, 2D, and 2E, the existing traffic signal
would be retained. The intersection would operate at LOS A in the current year and LOS
B in the year 2025 with the current Jane configurations shown in Appendix A, Figure 7E.

NC 101

With Alternatives 1A and 1E and 2A, 2D, and 2E, a traffic signal is proposed at
this new intersection. The intersection would operate at LOS C in the current year and
LOS D in the year 2025 with the proposed lane configurations shown in Appendix A,
Figure 7G. Along eastbound US 70, this configuration includes two left-turn lanes, a
through lane, and a shared through and right-turn lane. Along westbound US 70, the
intersection includes a left-turn lane, two through lanes, and a right-turn lane. Along
northbound NC 101, the intersection includes a left-turn lane and a shared through and
right-turn lane. Along southbound NC 101, the intersection includes a left-turn lane, a
through lane, and two right-turn lanes.

Live Qak Street/ NC 101

With Altemnatives 1A and 1E and 2A, 2D, and 2E, the existing “T” intersection
with Live Oak Street and NC 101 would operate at LOS B in the current year and LOS B
in the year 2025 with the existing lane configurations shown in Figure 7H.

F. Recommendation

No alternative is recommended at this time. All five remaining “construction”
alternatives will be shown to the general public at the public hearing. A decision will be
made after the hearing.

18
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V. RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS

prept
AR

A. Cross Sections

1. Proposed Bridge

The proposed bridge typical section provides a 19.2-meter (63-foot), four-lane
divided roadway with 3.6-meter (12-foot) inside travel lanes, 4.2-meter (14-foot) outside
travel lanes, a minimum 1.2-meter (4-foot) median barrier, and 1.2-meter (4-foot) offsets
(see Appendix A, Figure 9A). ‘

2. Alternatives 1A, 1E. 2A, 2D and 2E

The proposed typical section for Alternatives 1A, 1E, 2A, 2D and 2E provide a’
20.1-meter (66-foot), four-lane divided parkway facility throughout the entire length of
the project. This typical section includes 3.6-meter (12-foot) travel lanes, a 5.7-meter
(19-foot) raised grass median, and 1.2-meter (4-foot) paved outside shoulders.

The proposed connector using existing Turner Street or Turner/ West Beaufort
Road includes a 12-meter (40-foot), three-lane curb and gutter section from Cedar Street
to north of Pine Street, within the historic district. The typical section includes two 3.6-
meter (12-foot) travel lanes, a 3.6-meter (12-foot) center turn Jane, and 3-meter (10-foot)
berms with sidewalks. Outside of the historic district, a 10.8-meter (36-foot), three-lane
shoulder section is proposed from north of Pine Street to the intersection with
Alternatives 1A, 1E, 2A, 2D and 2E. This typical section includes two 3.6-meter (12-
foot) travel lanes, a 3.6-meter (12-foot) center turn Jane, and 1.2-meter (4-foot) paved
shoulders.

B. Right of Way and Access Control

For Alternatives 1A, 1D, 24, 2D and 2E, the proposed right of way for the
shoulder section varies from 39 to 60 meters (130 to 200 feet). Partial control of access
is proposed along the new location portions of these alternatives. Thisis defined as full
control except at intersections and designated access points. The proposed right of - way
for the curb and gutter section is 29 meters (95 feet). Temporary construction easements
are needed along the curb and gutter section. :

The right of way width for the proposed connector along Turner Street or Turner/
West Beaufort Road is 20 meters (66 feet) within the historic district from Cedar Street to
north of Pine Street. The right of way varies from 30 meters (98-feet) north of Pine
Street 1o 50 meters (164 feet) near Alternatives 1A-1E and 2A-2E. No control of access
is proposed for either connector.




C. Design Speed

The project will be designed to meet a design speed range of 80 km/h (50 mph) to
100 km/h (60 mph). Design speed is a correlation of the physical features of a highway,
which influence vehicle operation and reflect the degree of safety and mobility desired
along a highway. Design speed is not to be interpreted as the recommended or posted
speed.

D.  Intersecting Roadways and Tvype of Control

All intersecting roads will remain at grade, except for Alternatives 1A and 1E,
where a grade separation is proposed for Turner Street. Traffic signals are proposed at
the intersections with Tumer Street (SR 1174) and/or West Beaufort Road (SR 1170),
NC 101, and US 70 (Live Oak Street).

; The existing stop sign and traffic signal control will be maintained at the
remaining intersections.

E. Structures and Drainage Recommendations

Bridges are proposed for US 70 at Gallants Channel and along Turner Street at
Town Creek. Alternatives 1A and 1E include a four-lane, 1460-meter (4790-foot) bridge
crossing Gallants Channel. Alternatives 2A, 2D and 2E include a four-lane, 1025-meter
(3360-foot) bridge crossing Gallants Channel.

The Turner Street bridge over Town Creek is proposed as a three-lane, 13.6-meter
by 110-meter (45-foot by 360-foot) bridge.

Alternatives 1A and 1E include a bridge with a 19.81-meter (65-foot) clearance
height to allow accessibility to the Harbor of Refuge through Gallant’s Channel. The
Harbor of Refuge is a safe haven for vessels during the time of emergency or unsafe
conditions. Alternatives 2A, 2D, and 2E can potentially provide a 13.6-meter (45-foot)
bridge without hindering the accessibility to the Harbor of Refuge because of the location
of these alternative’s crossing location of Gallant’s Channel. A 19.81-meter (65-foot)
bridge would allow taller boats to access points to the north of the project location.
Bridges that would impede the navigation of boats because of inadequate clearance height
will need to function as a draw or movable span bridge to allow passage through the
channel. The cost of a drawbridge option with any of the five alternatives would add
twenty million dollars ($20,000,000) to the construction cost of this project.
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F. Bicycle and Pedestrian Accommodations

This segment of US 70 is listed in the Incidental Bicycle and Pedestrian Needs
section of the 2004 — 2010 TIP. This means that bicycle and pedestrian accommodations
should be considered for inclusion in the roadway improvement project. The proposed
facility includes shared bicycle accommodations along US 70. AASHTO’s standard 1.2-
meter (4-foot) paved shoulders are proposed for Alternatives 1A-1E and 2A-2E. The
proposed Gallants Channel Bridge includes 1.2-meter (4-foot) offsets and 1372-
millimeter (54-inch) bicycle safe railings.

With all five Alternatives, existing sidewalks will be replaced along both sides of
Turner Street from Cedar Street to north of Pine Street.

No new sidewalk is recommended at this time.
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VI.  SOCIAL. ECONOMIC AND ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
i
Table 5 shows a summary of environmental effects associated with each of the
five remaining alternatives.

A. Social Effects

1. Geographic and Political Location

Carteret County is located on North Carolina’s Atlantic coast near the Pamlico
Sound. It is bordered by Onslow, Jones, Craven and Pamlico Counties, and is part of the
Region P Neuse River Council of Governments. For the purposes of demographic data
collection, the project area has been defined as Census Tract 9703.

Figure A. Study Area

Project Area”
Census Tract 9703 ’

Source: US Census Bureay, 2000

The project area is shown In Figure A. The arrow designates the area within the
outline that distinguishes the project area within the boundaries of Census Tract 9703.
The northernmost boundaries of this Census Tract were modified between 1990 and 2000
and therefore, direct correlation between 1990 and 2000 data cannot be assumed.
However, a great majority of the residents reside in the southern portion of Census Tract
9703, which is that area in and around Beaufort. Since the boundary changes were so
minor and population so sparse in the northern part of the Census Tract, the general
demographic representation of the project area should be minimally impacted. ‘




2. Population, Race, Ethnicity and Age

According to the 2000 Census, the total population of Carteret County was
59,383. This indicates that the population increased by 6,827 or 13.0% since 1990. The
project area grew less substantially than the County, with a growth rate of only 1.5%.
Neither the project area nor the County grew as appreciably as the State, which had an
average rate of growth of 21.4%.

Table 8
Population Growth, 1990-2000
1 . Population .. |7 Change, 1990-2000
Area’ 0 aeeol 20000 T Ty %
Project Area 7,552 7,665 113 1.5%
Carteret County 52,556 59,383 6,827 13.0%
North Carolina 6,628,637 8,049,313 1,420,676 21.4%

Source: US Census Bureau, 1990 & 2000
Note: Project Area is Census Tract 9703

In 2000, the Census Bureau reported that both the project area and Carteret
County had a lower percentage of non-Whites (22.6% and 10.7% respectively) than the
State (29.8%). This was also the case in 1990, as the percentage of non-Whites in the
State appeared to be higher than the percentage in the project area and county. The
percentage of African Americans in the project area and County decreased between 1990
and 2000. On the other hand, the percentage of Hispanics in the project area and County
increased slightly in the same time frame. While it is possible to compare general trends
in race distribution (between 1990 and 2000), it is difficult to compare exact percentages.
The Census Bureau did not consider Hispanic or Latino as a separate race category in
1990, while it did create a separate category in 2000.

In addition, the 2000 Census data indicated that the project area and County had
lower percentages of African Americans than the State. The percentage of African
Americans in Census Tract 9703 was 18.6%, however, the African American population
in this Tract made up almost 35% of African Americans in Carteret County.
Furthermore, the project area constituted less than 10.0% of the total land area in the
County. This information suggests that, despite the fact that the project area was home
to a lesser percentage of African Americans than the North Carolina average, a large
portion of Carteret County’s African American population is concentrated in Census
Tract 9703 near the proposed transportation improvements.
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Table 9

Population by Race, 2000

_Carteret County
White 89.3% 5,647,155 70.2%
Black or African American 1,427 18.6% 4,121 6.9% 1,723,301 21.4%
American Indian or Alaska Native 22 0.3% 251 0.4% 95,333 1.2%
Asian 22 0.3% 307 0.5% 112,416 1.4%
Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander 0 0.0% 33 0.1% 3,165 0.0%
Hispanic or Latino 182 2.4% 1,035 1.7% 378,963 4.7%
Other Race 16 0.2% 37 0.1% 9,015 0.1%
Two or More Races 62 0.8% 558 0.9% 79,965 1.0%
Total . 7,665 100.0% 59,383 100.0% 8,049,313| 100.0%
Source: US Census Burean, 2000 '
Note: Project Area is Census Tract 9703
3. Income, Poverty Status and Unemployment

Carteret County’s median household income has been consistently lower than the
average median household income for North Carolina. The most recent estimate (1997)
showed that the County had a median household income of about $34,345, while the
State average median was almost $1,000 more. Between 1990 and 1997, median
household income increased by 33.1% in Carteret County and 32.5% in North Carolina.

Table 10

Median Household Income, 1960-1997

Median Household Income,. 7 Change; 1990-1997-
: R T R UL R
Carteret County $25,811 $34,348 $8,537
North Carolina $26,647 $35,320 $8,673 32.5%

Source: US Census Bureau

Note: 1997 figures are model-based estimates

The percentage of County residents living below the poverty level was somewhat
Jess than the percentage of North Carolina residents living in poverty. Between 1990 and
1997, the percentage of persons living below the poverty level increased by 0.2% in the
County, yet decreased by 0.4% in the State.
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: Table 11
Population Below Poverty Level, 1990-1997

% Below Poverty.;
Project Area 13.3% N/A N/A
Carteret County 11.6% 11.8% 0.2%
North Carolina 13.0% 12.6% -0.4%

Source: US Census Bureau
Note: 1997 figures are model-based estimates

The North Carolina Employment Security Commission provides unemployment
figures for the entire state and all counties individually. Over the past decade, Carteret
County experienced higher unemployment rates than the State. While unemployment
rates improved in the State between 1990 and 200¢, the unemployment rate of Carteret
County increased slightly.

Table 12
Unemployment Rates, 1990-2000

Change; 1990-2000

Carteret County 4.3% 4.4% 0.1%
North Carolina 4.2% 3.6% -0.6%

Source: North Carolina Employment Security Commission

4, Housing Characteristics

The homeownership rates for the project area (70.2%) and North Carolina
(69.4%) were very comparable in 2000, whereas the homeownership rate for Carteret
County was substantially higher (76.6%). The project area, the County and the State each
experienced positive growth in homeownership rates between 1990 and 2000.

Likewise, the 1990 median home value in the County was higher than in both the
project area and the State. This does not hold true for the 1990 median contract rents.
Both the project area and County had lower contract rents than the North Carolina
median. The Census Bureau has not yet released information on median home values and
median contract rents for the year 2000.
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Table 13
Housing Characteristics

Project Area T 68.9% 70.2% $66200 $258
Canteret County 742% 76.6% $73,100 $280
North Carolina 68.0% 69.4% $65,800 $284

Source: US Census Bureau, 1990 & 2000

5. Public Facilities, Schools, and Institutions

The Carteret County courthouse and Sheriff”s Department are located on US 70
between Turner and Queen Streets. The Beaufort Housing Authority is located on
Mulberry Street between Pollock and Marsh. A US Postal Service branch is located on
US 70 near Pinners Point Road (SR 1303). The Carteret County Home is located on
NC 101.

The Boys and Girls Club of Carteret County is located at Queen and Mulberry,
while the County School maintenance department is located directly to the north. A Head
Start facility is located at Queen and Mulberry. Beaufort Elementary School is located at
US 70 and Mulberry. Beaufort Middle School is located at Carraway Drive and Campen
Road. There is some potential for the elementary school to be relocated to an area
northwest of the middle school — approximately on the site of the existing baseball field.

Abutting US 70 in downtown Beaufort are the Mount Zion Baptist Church, St.
Stephen Church and Washburn Seminary. Beaufort Original Free Will Baptist Church 1s
located along West Beaufort Road. First Free Will Baptist Church and the associated
Beaufort Christian Academy, as well as Tiller School, are located on US 70 near Pinners
Point Road (SR 1303). Grace Presbyterian Church is located farther north along US 70.

6. Police, Fire, EMS, and Public Services

Carteret County EMS is located at US 70 and Turner Street. The Beaufort Fire
Department is located at Cedar, Gordon and Live Oak Streets.

7. Relocation Impacts

As shown in Table 5, the project alternatives will relocate residences, businesses,
and/ or churches within the project area. The total number of relocations range from 21
with Alternative 2A to 64 with Alternative 1E (see Relocation Report in Appendix B).
Adequate replacement housing is anticipated to be available for all relocatees at the time
the residents, businesses, and non-profit institutions must relocate.
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The Division of Highways offers a Relocation Assistance Program to help
minimize the effects of displacement on families and businesses. The occupants of the
affected residences or businesses may qualify for aid under one or more of the NCDOT
relocation programs. '

It is the policy of the NCDOT to ensure that comparable replacement housing will
be available prior to construction of state and federally assisted projects. Furthermore,
the North Carolina Board of Transportation has the following three programs to minimize
the inconvenience of relocation:

e Relocation Assistance
e Relocation Moving Payments
e Relocation Replacement Housing Payments or Rent Supplement

The Relocation Assistance Program provides experienced NCDOT staff to assist
displacees with information such as availability and prices of homes, apartments, or
businesses for sale or rent and financing or other housing programs. The Relocation
Moving Payments Program provides for payment of actual moving expenses encountered
in relocation. Where displacement will force an owner or tenant to purchase or rent
property of higher cost or to lose a favorable financing arrangement (in cases of
ownership), the Relocation Replacement Housing Payments or Rent Supplement Program
will compensate up to $22,500 to owners who are eligible and qualify and up to $5,250 to
tenants who are eligible and qualify. '

The relocation program for the proposed action will be conducted in accordance
with the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies
Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-646), and the North Carolina Relocation Assistance Act (GS-
133-5 through 133-18). The program is designed to provide assistance to displaced
persons in relocating to a replacement site in which to live or do business. At least one
relocation officer is assigned to each highway project for this purpose. '

The relocation officer will determine the needs of displaced families, individuals,
businesses, non-profit organizations, and farm operations for relocation advisory services
without regard to race, color, religion, sex, or national origin. The NCDOT will schedule
its work to allow ample time prior to displacement for negotiations and possession of
replacement housing that meets decent, safe, and sanitary standards. The displacees are
given at least a 90-day written notice after NCDOT purchases the property. Relocation of
displaced persons will be offered in areas not generally less desirable in regard to public
utilities and commercial facilities. Rent and sale prices of replacement property will be
within financial means of the families and individuals displaced, and will be reasonably
accessible to their places of employment. The relocation officer will also assist owners of
displaced businesses, non-profit organizations, and farm operations in searching for and
moving to replacement property.
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All tenant and owner residential occupants who may be displaced will receive an
explanation regarding all available options, such as (1) purchase of replacement housing,
(2) rental of replacement housing, either private or public, or (3) moving existing owner-
occupant housing to another site (if possible). The relocation officer will also supply
information concerning other state or federal programs offering assistance to displaced
persons and will provide other advisory services as needed in order to minimize hardships
to displaced persons in adjusting to a new location.

The Moving Expense Payments Program is designed to compensate the displacee
for the costs of moving personal property from homes, businesses, non-profit
organizations, and farm operations acquired for a highway project. Under the
Replacement Program for Owners, NCDOT will participate in reasonable incidental
purchase payments for replacement dwellings such as attorney's fees, surveys, appraisals,
and other closing costs and, if applicable, make a payment for any increased interest
expenses for replacement dwellings. Reimbursement to owner-occupants for replacement
housing payments, increased interest payments, and incidental purchase expenses may
not exceed $22,500 (combined total), except under the Last Resort Housing provision.

A displaced tenant may be eligible to receive a payment, not to exceed $5,250, to
rent a replacement dwelling or to make a down payment, including incidental expenses,
on the purchase of a replacement dwelling. The down payment is based upon what the
state determines is required when the rent supplement exceeds $5,250.

It is the policy of the state that no person will be displaced by the
NCDOT's state or federally assisted construction projects unless and until comparable
replacement housing has been offered or provided for each displacee within a reasonable
period of time before displacement. No relocation payment received will be considered
as income for the purposes of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 or for the purposes of
determining eligibility or the extent of eligibility of any person for assistance under the
Social Security Act or any other federal law.

Last Resort Housing is a program used when comparable replacement housing is
not available, or when it is unavailable within the displacee's financial means, and the
replacement payment exceeds the federal/state legal limitation. The purpose of the
program is to allow broad latitudes in methods of implementation by the state so that
decent, safe, and sanitary replacement housing can be provided. Last Resort Housing may
be used if necessary.

8. Community Stability and Neighborhood Cohesion

Potential impacts are assessed by project segment. However, it must be noted that
for traditional, close-knit and walkable neighborhoods, road construction can have
potentially serious and substantial effects on local cultural norms, community stability
and social cohesion.
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. Alternatives 1A and 1E appear likely to form a barrier between eastern and
western West Beaufort Road, with the western portion becoming an isolated fragment.
The area between these alternatives and the airport could anticipate experiencing
substantial disinvestment for residential purposes.

Alternatives 2A, 2D and 2E should have only minor impacts on an area already

affected by the airport. The county and airport already hope to relocate private hangers
that would be displaced.

Alternatives 1A, IE, 2A, 2D and 2E may cause some minor disruption of
residential areas where they intersect the NC 101 corridor; however, local plans indicate a
potential change of use to a commercial node in this area. These alternatives may

increase the stability of neighborhoods that currently are accessible directly from existing
uUs 70

Alternatives 1A, 2A, and 2D should not affect stability or cohesion of any existin
developments. ’

9. Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and Environmental Justice

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and related statutes, requires there be no
discrimination in Federally-assisted programs on the basis of race, color, national origin,
age, sex, or disability. Executive Order 12898, “Federal Actions to Address
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations,” provides
that “each federal agency make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by
identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human
health and environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority
populations and low-income populations.” The Executive Order makes clear that its
provisions apply fully to American Indian populations and Indian tribes. Environmental
justice refers to the equitable treatment of people of all races, cultures, and income with
respect to the development, implementation and enforcement of environmental laws,
regulations and policies.

Alternatives 1A and 1E are anticipated to have substantial visual, noise,
relocation, stability and cohesion impacts on a mobile home park located east of the
proposed bridge. While other areas would be expected to experience some of these
impacts, no other area would be affected to this extent. These impacts appear to affect
low-income households in this mobile home park. Alternatives 2A, 2D, and 2E will
avoid the area.

This project is being implemented in accordance with Executive Order 12898.

10. Cultural Resources

This project is subject to compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
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Preservation Act. Section 106 requires that if a federally-funded, licensed, or permitted
project has an effect on a property listed on or eligible for the National Register of
Historic Places, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation must be given an
opportunity to comment.

a. Historic Architectural Resources

The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) requested a historic
architectural evaluation of the project area, including the Washburn Seminary Trade
Training Workshop and African American Resources for National Register eligibility.
These resources as well as properties over 50 years of age within the area of potential
effect (APE) of the project were evaluated by NCDOT staff architectural historians.

NCDOT’s survey methodology consisted of field surveys and background
research on the project area. Two staff historians conducted field surveys in April and
May of 1999 and November 2000 by car and on foot. Background research was
conducted at the North Carolina State Library, the Bridge Maintenance Records at
NCDOT, and the files and maps at the State Historic Preservation Office. Historic
resources are described in detail in the Historic Architecture Report, included in the
project files of NCDOT’s Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch.

The Beaufort Historic District and the Carteret County Home are currently
listed on the National Register of Historic Places. In addition, NCDOT and FHWA have
determined that the following properties are eligible for listing on the National Register:

e Washburn Seminary Trade Training Workshop

e J.C. Stanley Grocery

e Scotts Grocery

e Beaufort Graded School (Present Beaufort Elementary School)
e Ward-Hancock House

e Bridge No. 29 at US 70 over Gallant’s Channel

The SHPO concurs with these determinations (see correspondence in Appendix C).

Alternatives 1A and 1E will have an adverse effect on the Beaufort

Historic District and on the Carteret County Home. Alternatives 2A, 2D, and 2E will
have no adverse effect on the Historic District but will have an adverse effect on the
Carteret County Home. The project alternatives will have no effect on J. C. Stanley
Grocery, Scotts Grocery, and the Ward-Hancock House. The project alternatives will
have no effect on the drawbridge over Gallant’s Channel if the bridge remains in place. If
the bridge were to be removed, it would be considered an adverse effect. Mitigation
efforts would be analyzed to place the bridge in another location. A memorandum of
agreement for any adverse effects will be prepared afier a preferred alternative is selected.



b. . Archaeological Resources

There are no known archaeological sites within the project area. Based
upon knowledge of the area, it is unlikely that any archaeological resources eligible for
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places will be affected by the proposed
construction. For this reason, the SHPO recommended that no archaeological
investigation be conducted for the project (refer to correspondence in Appendix C).

& Section 4(f) Resources

Section 4(f) of the DOT Act of 1966 protects the use and function of
publicly owned parks, recreation areas, wildlife/waterfowl refuges, and historic
properties. A transportation project can only use land from a 4(f) resource when there are
no other feasible or prudent alternatives and when the project includes all possible
planning to minimize harm to the resource.

The historic architectural resources described in Section VI.A.10.a are considered
to be Section 4(f) resources. Currently, there are no impacts to 4(f) resources.

B. Economic Effects

1. Business Activity/ Employment Centers

Many of the local business activities are located in Beaufort’s historic
downtown area between US 70 and the waterfront. Businesses are also located along US
70 between Cedar Street and First Street. Several marinas and boat dock facilities are
located within the harbor beside Gallants Channel. A commercial center is located along
US 70 East opposite Pinners Point Road (SR 1303) with a supermarket, fast food
restaurants, hardware, retail operations, and a fitness center.

2. Economic Development Opportunities

History-based tourism is one of the main attractions for Beaufort. Tourist-
oriented businesses depend on maintaining the integrity of the historic fabric of the town.
This includes both its historic architecture as well as its walkable street pattern.

Removal of high traffic volumes from the historic area with Alternatives 1A, 1E, 2A, 2D,
and 2E should enhance economic development opportunities with Beaufort’s community
core. Conversely, increased traffic volumes on Cedar and Live Oak Streets with
Alternative 3A would mostly likely have substantial negative effects on community
character as well as interfere with both pedestrian and vehicular access to cross streets.

Town officials noted that an intersection of Alternatives 1A, 1E, 2A, 2D, and 2E
with existing US 101 would be an area, which would encourage nodal commercial
development. The selection of Alternatives 1A, 2A, and 2D should enhance
opportunities for additional residential development.
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3. Regional Development Goals and Plans

The project should have no direct effects on airport expansion plans. The
Beaufort — Morehead City Airport currently proposes to extend Runway 26, located just
north of the project area. Other than reducing commuting times for some workers, the
project should have no effects on county plans for Jarrett Bay Marine Industrial Park on
NC 101. It is unclear whether the project would have any positive or negative effects on
possible development of the Open Grounds Farm tract.

Alternatives1E and 2E seriously interfere with the proposed school expansion site
north of the middle school. Alternatives 1A, 2A, and 2D have a minor effect on the
school expansion.

Alternatives 2A, 2D, and 2E cross the southern corner of the proposed Maritime
Museum site, affecting 4.6 acres of land from the 36-acre site. These Alternatives should
improve the visibility and accessibility of this site to tourists, if it is developed in the
future as part of the museum system. Although the site overlooks modern development
as well as a commercial fishing fleet and is located between airport runways, some
museum proponents have voiced concerns that a new bridge and nearby road noise may
detract from a “recreated village experience.” The selection of Alternatives 2A, 2D, 2E
may require the development plans for Maritime Museum to be reworked.

4. Tax Base Changes/ Changes in Employment

Potential impacts are assessed by segment. For a small, historic town dependent
on tourism, road construction can potentially have serious and substantial effects on
property and sales taxes as well as on lodging, restaurants and other visitor-oriented
businesses and services.

Alternatives 24, 2D, and 2E may have minor impacts on propert}; values.
Alternatives 1A, 2A, and 2D may have minor negative impacts to none on
property values. These alternatives may accelerate residential development conceptually

planned for this area.

Alternatives 1E and 2E have the potential to enhance additional development
within the US 70 East commercial area.

C. Land Use

1. Existing/ Future Land Uses and Present/ Future Zoning

All the alternatives are within the municipal boundaries of Beaufort or within the
town’s Extraterritorial Planning Jurisdiction. Virtually all of the developable areas within
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the town area have already been developed. Existing land uses associated with
Alternatives 1A, 1E, 2A, 2D, and 2E are private commercial facilities adjoining the
airport, single family residences, churches, schools, farmland, and businesses.

All areas in the project vicinity are zoned either for business or residential
development. Residential zoning inside town limits permits one residence per 8,000

square feet while zoning outside town limits allows one residence per 20,000 square feet.

2. Local/ Regional Land Use and/or Development Plans

Town and county planners as well as economic development specialists indicated
that open lands and farming operations are being developed for residential purposes.
Some of this development is due to second home and retiree markets but much is also due
1o the demands of a growing population.

The county proposes to expand the airport’s northernmost runway, Runway 26.
Such expansion may cause noise concerns for any proposed developments along
Alternatives 1A, 2A, and 2D.

The Campen farm area, along the south side of Alternative 1A, has been rezoned
for residential development and has been sold. At present no development plans have
been submitted for approval by the town, but all indications are that this area will be

_~ subdivided and developed.

Creation of a commercial node at the intersection of NC 101 with Alternatives
1A, 1E, 2A, 2D, and 2E is considered a worthwhile goal by town and county staff.

As previously noted in this document, Beaufort Elementary School may be
relocated to a site beside the Beaufort Middle School. School officials have commented
that Alternatives 1A, 1E, 2A, and 2E would negatively impact this proposed Elementary
School location.

The Friends of the Maritime Museum are in the planning process for developing a
maritime village or open air museum site on a parcel at the western end of West Beaufort
Road (SR 1170). Alternatives 2A, 2D and 2E may affect the plan.

Outside the project area about six miles to the north along US 101 and the
Intracoastal Waterway is the 146 acre Jarrett Bay Marine Industrial Park. The park
contains several industrial and heavy commercial uses. Beaufort has extended water and
sewer lines along NC 101 to the park. ;

Open Grounds Farms, also outside of the project area along US 70, is a possible

candidate for industrial or commercial development. At present its primary attraction is
being a large parcel without wetlands.
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3. Farmland

The Farmland Protection Policy Act requires all federal agencies or their
representatives to consider the impact of land acquisition and construction projects on
prime and important farmland soils. North Carolina Executive Order Number 96,
Préservation of Prime Agricultural and Forest Lands, requires all state agencies to
consider the impact of land acquisition and construction projects on prime farmland soils,
as designated by the U.S. Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS). These soils
are determined by the SCS based on criteria such as crop yield and level of input of
economic resources. Land that is planned or zoned for urban development is not subject
to the same level of preservation afforded other rural, agricultural areas.

All lands currently farmed within the project area are zoned for residential use and
are planned for urban and suburban development. Farmland mitigation or avoidance
appears not to be necessary.

4. Se'c.ondary/ Cumulative Impacts

Secondary effects are indirect impacts that are caused by or result from the project
but are still reasonably foreseeable though these are later in time or further removed in
distance. Cumulative effects are the results of the incremental impacts of the project

when added to other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future activities regardless
of which entities undertake these other activities. Cumulative effects can result from
individually minor but collectively substantial activities taking place over a period of
time.

One unintended consequence of roadway improvements can be --depending upon
local land development regulations, development demand, water/sewer availability, and
other factors -- encouragement of additional development and sprawl. Improvements to
levels of service, better accommodation of merging and exiting traffic, and reductions in
travel times can have land development impacts outside of the project area.

Due to noise, visual impacts, and a barrier effect, Alternatives 1A and 1E have
some potential to cause disinvestment and decline in several blocks along Cedar Street
from Turner Street to Gallants Channel. In addition, much of the area between this new
route and the airport can be anticipated to undergo substantial changes in land use and
development patterns. While the exact nature of such changes would depend on local
government actions, the area would generally be suited for highway commercial type
development. Such development would conflict with current local land use plans, could
interfere with mobility gains, and may not provide a suitable gateway for tourists visiting
a historic town. Substantial changes in use in this area could also impact development
plans for the Maritime Museum.

Alternatives 24, 2D and 2E also have some potential for highway-oriented
development along the south side. However, these alternatives may also result in
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reinvestment and improvements in this area since the proposed roadway appears more
likely to act as a buffer rather than a barrier. While some direct impacts to the Maritime
Museum site may be negative, the long-term effects of improved visibility and
accessibility may be quite positive.

Alternatives 1A, 1E, 2A, 2D, and 2E appear likely to encourage the development
of a commercial node at the intersection with NC 101. If sufficient market share exists,
Alternatives 1E and 2E should permit this new nodal development to coexist with the
existing US 70 East development. Regardless of market share, Alternatives 1A, 2A, and
2D could put the US 70 East development at a competitive disadvantage by reducing its
visibility and accessibility. Alternatives 1A, 2A, and 2D also appear more likely to result
in suburban development patterns while Alternatives 1E and 2E may encourage infill
development. ‘

Regardless of which alternative is selected, expanding the capacity of US 70 and
replacing the drawbridge with a high rise span can be expected to support existing
development in Beaufort and growth along NC 101. The primary impacts will be within
the coastal corridor east of Beaufort.

Expanded capacity and enhanced mobility along coastal US 70 may benefit many
aspects of the area’s tourism industry. This focus on mobility and coastal tourism can
also have some negative effects on accessibility, industrial development and residential
quality of life issues. If local land use and development decisions reduce levels of
service, the intensification of growth within the coastal corridor may also impact
hurricane evacuation.

D. Environmental Effects

1. Biotic Resources

An ecological evaluation was conducted to inventory and describe the natural
resources which occur within the proposed right-of-way boundaries and which are likely
to be impacted by the proposed action. Assessments of the nature and severity of
probable impacts to these natural resources are provided along with measures to minimize
resource impacts. Additional details regarding this ecological evaluation are contained in
the Natural Resources Technical Report available from NCDOT. (See additional
information in the summary).

Methodology

Research was conducted prior to field investigations. Published resource
information pertaining to the project area was gathered and reviewed.

Water resource information was obtained from publications of the Department of
the Environment and Natural Resources (DENR, 1993). Information concerning the -
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occurrence of federal and state protected species in the study area was obtained from the
US Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) list of protected and candidate species (January 29,
2003) and from the N.C. Natural Heritage Program (NCNHP) database of rare species
and unique habitats. NCNHP files were reviewed for documented occurrences of state or
federally listed species and locations of significant natural areas.

General field surveys were conducted along the proposed alignment on the
following dates: February 2, 1999, May 4 — May 6, 1999, September 1, 1999, and
November 4, 1999. Water resources were identified and their physical characteristics
were recorded. Plant communities and their associated wildlife were also identified and
described. Vegetative communities were mapped using aerial photography of the project
site. Wildlife identification involved using a variety of observation techniques:
qualitative habitat assessment based on vegetative communities, active searching,
identifying characteristic signs of wildlife (sounds, scat, tracks and burrows). Cursory
surveys of aquatic organisms were conducted and tactile searches for benthic organisms
were administered. Organisms captured during these searches were identified and then
released.

Jurisdictional wetlands, if present, were identified and evaluated based on criteria
established in the "Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual" (Environment
Laboratory, 1987) and "Guidance for Rating the Values of Wetlands in North Carolina”
(Division of Environmental Management, 1995). Wetlands were classified based on the
classification scheme of Cowardin, et al. (1979).

Terminology and Definitions

For the purposes of this document, the following terms are used concerning the
limits of natural resources investigations. "Project area” denotes the area bounded by
the proposed right-of-way limits along the full length of the project alignment. "Project
vicinity" is defined as an area extending 1.0 km (0.6 mi.) on all sides of the project area,
and "Project region" denotes an area equivalent in size to the area represented by a 7.5
minute USGS quadrangle map, i.e. [163.3 sq. km (63.1 sq. mi.)].

a. Biotic Communities

Biotic communities include terrestrial, estuarine, and aquatic communities. This
section describes the biotic communities encountered in the project area. The
composition and distribution of biotic communities throughout the project area are
reflective of topography, soils, hydrology, and past and present land uses. These
classifications follow Schafale and Weakley (1990) where possible.
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1. Terrestrial Communities

Terrestrial Communities within the project limits to be impacted include:
Disturbed/ Maintained Community, Pine Plantation-Wet Pine Flatwoods, and Salt Shrub

2). Estuarine Communities

Two Estuarine Communities, Tidal Flats and Salt Marsh, will be impacted

3). Aquatic Communities

Two aquatic community types will be impacted by the proposed project. These
include the open water habitat of Gallants (Beaufort) Inlet and Town Creek.

Bridge Piling Habitat

Natural solid substrates are very limited in coastal habitats in North Carolina, and
consist primarily of shell remains from living organisms (clams, oysters etc.). Bridge
pilings and rock jetties provide solid substrate, which harbors a community similar in
structure and composition to vertical surfaces of subtidal and intertidal rocky shores,
found in New England. Predominate life forms found in this community consist of
organisms that attach themselves to the available substrate. The faunal species that are
attached to the substrate are typically suspension feeders filtering planktonic organisms
out of the water column. Competition for space is great and crowding is a typical
characteristic of the community. Numerous fish species have high affinities for hard
substrates (known as thigmotropisim); and thus bridge pile communities attract a large
number of fish. Community structure of the piling habitat is vertically stratified and
contains intertidal and subtidal components

Species found in the intertidal zones of the pilings are exposed to air during low
tide, and thus have adapted means to avoid drying out, such as gelatinous coating (a]gae)

or the ability to close (oysters, barnacles etc.).

b. Summary Of Anticipated Impacts

Construction of the proposed project will have varjous impacts on the biotic
resources described. Any construction related activities in or near these resources have
the potential to impact biological functions. This section quantifies and qualifies
potential impacts to the natural communities within the project area in terms of the area
impacted and the organisms affected.

Temporary and permanent impacts are considered here as well, along with
recommendations to minimize or eliminate impacts.
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1. Terrestrial Impacts

Impacts to terrestrial communities will result from project construction due to the
clearing and paving of portions of the project area, and thus the loss of community area.
Table 14 summarizes potential losses to these communities, resulting from project
construction. Calculated impacts to terrestrial communities reflect the abundance of each
community present in the study area. Estimated impacts are derived based on the project
Jengths and the proposed right-of-way width for the various alternatives. The right of
way width used for the Alternatives 1A and 1E and 2A, 2D, and 2E is 46 meters (150
feet). The right of way width for Alternative 3A is 27 meters (90 feet). However, project
construction often does not require the entire right-of-way; therefore, actual impacts may
be considerably less.

Table 14
Estimated Area Impacts to Terrestrial Communities

" Disturbed/- | Pine Plantation-Wet Pine- | Salt Shrub | = Total . -

. Msintained’. |5 . o Flatwoods: - .+ | 0| Impacts
: 12(30) 4.1(10.1) <1 16(40)
Alt 1E 15(37) 12(3.0) <1 16(40)
Alt2A 11.8(29.8) 4.1(10.2) <1 16(40)
Alt 2D 12.4(31.4) 3.5 (8.5) <1 16(40)
Alt 2E 14.2(35.8) 1.7 (4.2) <1 16(40)

Note: Impacts are given in hectares (acre)

Impacts to terrestrial communities will occur in the form of habitat reduction in
the process of filling, clearing, grading and resurfacing during construction. Portions of
the disturbed/maintained community will be completely destroyed during construction, .
but will eventually re-establish after construction has ended. This will resultin a
temporary loss of habitat for small animals and predators that utilize open areas. The
portions of the other communities will be taken, thus reducing the total natural habitat in
the project area.

Habitat fragmentation is another direct consequence of roadways. Impacts of
habitat fragmentation on community structure can be dramatic. Newly constructed
roadways dissect existing habitats, creating barriers to some species and the inability to
cross roads by other species fragments faunal populations into smaller less stable
subpopulations.

Fragmentation impacts from a single road project become magnified with
increasing road density and other development in an area. Significant habitat




fragmentation and loss has occurred in the project area from urbanization. Construction
of this project will further the trend towards urbanization of the project area.

Wildlife mortality caused by vehicles is a direct consequence of the highway
facility once the road is in operation. Visible game species such as deer and rabbits are
frequently victims of animal-vehicle accidents. Reptiles and amphibians as well as birds
and small mammals are also susceptible to roadkill. Highway related mortality to these
animals is less visible to the public, and historically has gone unreported and
unresearched.

The data in Table 15 predicts only the direct taking of land and community types
during highway construction. There may be a number of indirect effects that could occur.
This damage could potentially include:

e Soil compaction and root exposure and injury
e Placing fill dirt over tree roots

o Spillage of harmful substances

o Skinning of trees by machinery

Precautions need to be taken in order to avoid these potential impacts.

2).  Estuarine and Aquatic Impacts

The proposed bridge replacement section of the project will not significantly alter
habitat conditions in the project area. Long-term impacts to the communities described
are expected to be minimal. The existing bridge piles will be removed, and thus the
organisms attached to them. However, the piles of the newly constructed bridge will be
rapidly colonized with the same species. (It is likely that the community assemblage
described above will be established on the newly constructed piers before the demolition
of the existing bridge takes place). '

Precautions will be taken to keep sediment, re-suspended substrate, and
construction debris (wet concrete, etc.) from leaving the construction site and impacting
areas of Beaufort Inlet outside of the project area. Although these habitats are '
sedimentary in nature, particular organisms are sensitive 10 significant pulses of sediment
that occurs with bridge construction activity. Impacts to the aquatic community will
result from the demolition of the existing bridge and replacement of the Gallants Channel
Bridge. Impacts are likely to result from the physical disturbance of aquatic habitats (i.e.
substrate and water quality). Disturbance of aquatic habitats has a detrimental effect on
aquatic community composition by reducing species diversity and the overall quality of
aquatic habitats. Project construction will result in clearing and degrading portions of
these communities. Physical alterations to aquatic habitats can result in the following
impacts to aquatic communities:
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e Inhibition of plant growth.
e Algae blooms resulting from increased nutrient concentrations.

Most of the existing bridge may be removed without dropping pieces in the water.
These components comprise approximately 765 cubic meters (1000 cubic yards) of
material. However, there is the potential for approximately 315 cubic meters (410 cubic
yards) of temporary fill material from the two bascule piers/ machinery rooms to be
dropped into Waters of the U.S. during construction.

c. Rare And Protected Species

Some populations of fauna and flora have been in, or are in, the process of
decline either due to natural forces or their inability to coexist with human development.
Federal law (under the provisions of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended)
requires that any action, likely to adversely affect a species classified as federally-
protected, be subject to review by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS).
Other species may receive additional protection under separate state laws.

). Federally-Protected Species

Plants and animals with federal classifications of Endangered (E),
Threatened (T), Proposed Endangered (PE), and Proposed Threatened (PT) are protected
under the provisions of Section 7 and Section 9 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973,
as amended. As of January 29, 2003, the FWS lists fourteen species as federally-
protected for Carteret County. A brief description of the characteristics and habitat
requirements for this species along with a conclusion regarding potential project
construction impacts follows Table 15.
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Table 15
Federally-Protected Species for Carteret County

ortnose sturgeon cipenser brevirostrum Endangered
American alligator Alligator mississippiensis | T(S/A)
Loggerhead sea turtle Caretta caretta Threatened
Piping plover Charadrius melodus Threatened
Leatherback sea turtle Dermochelys coriacea Endangered
Eastern cougar Felis concolor Cougar Endangered
Red-cockaded woodpecker | Picoides borealis Endangered
Seabeach amaranth Amaranthuspumilus Threatened
Rough-leaved loosestrife Lysimachia asperulaefolia | Endangered
Hawksbill turtle Eretmochelys imbricate Endangered
Peregrine Falcon Falco peregrinus anatum Endangered
Kemp's ridley sea turtle Lepidochelys kempii Endangered
Roseate tern Sterna dougalli Endangered
Manatee Trichechus manatus Endangered
Green sea turtle Chelonia mydas -| Threatened

Note:

o Endangered- A taxon "in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant
portion of its range. ‘

e Threatened- A taxon "likely to be becoming endangered within the foreseeable
future throughout all or a portion of its range."” ‘

e T(S/A)- Threatened due to similarity of appearance with other rare species and is
listed for its protection. These species are not biologically endangered or
threatened and are not subject to Section 7 consultation.

Alligator mississppiensis (American alligator) Threatened(S/A)
BIOLOGICAL CONCLUSION: NO EFFECT

Suitable habitat for the American alligator does exist within the project vicinity.
However, this species was not observed in the project vicinity during the natural
resources investigation. The project was visited on the dates listed in Section 1.2. In
addition, a review of the North Carolina Natural Heritage Program (NCNHP) database
does not contain any records of American alligators occurring within the project vicinity.
NCDOT examined the NCNHP records on December 16, 1999. Therefore, no threat will
be made to this species during project construction. The American alligator is listed
threatened due to similarity of appearance. These species are not biologically
endangered or threatened and are not subject to Section 7 consultation (Endangered
Species Act); therefore, a survey is not required.
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Caretta carerta (loggerhead turtle) Threatened

The loggerhead nests on suitable beaches from Ocracoke inlet, North Carolina
through Florida and on a small scale off of the Gulf States. There are also major nesting
grounds on the eastern coast of Australia. It lives worldwide in temperate to subtropical
waters. Loggerheads nest nocturnally between May and September on isolated beaches
that are characterized by fine grained sediments. It is mainly carnivorous feeding on
small marine animals.

BIOLOGICAL CONCLUSION: NO EFFECT

Suitable habitat for the Loggerhead turtle does exist within the project vicinity.
The loggerhead turtle could potentially enter the project area via Gallants Channel.
Factors influencing sea turtle movement into inshore waters in North Carolina include
water mass, gulf stream currents and water temperature (Schwartz 1989). However, it is
unlikely that project construction will interfere with the movement or feeding .
opportunities of this species. Nesting habitat will not be impacted by the proposed
project. The North Carolina Natural Heritage Program (NCNHP) records were reviewed
for sightings of the Loggerhead sea turtle within the project vicinity. NCNHP records
show no recorded observations of the Leatherback sea turtle within the project vicinity.
Therefore, project construction will have no effect on this species. Environmental
Biologist Clay Willis reviewed NCNHP records on December 16, 1999.

Charadrius melodus (piping plover) Threatened

The piping plover is a small migratory shorebird that resembles a sandpiper.

The piping plover breeds along the east coast. This bird in North Carolina, nest in
flat areas with fine sand and mixtures of shells and pebbles. They nest most commonly
where there is little or no vegetation, but some may nest in stands of beachgrass. The

nest is a shallow depression in the sand that is usually lined with shells and pebbles.

The piping plover is very sensitive to human disturbances. The presence of
people can cause the plover to abandon its nest and quit feeding.

BIOLOGICAL CONCLUSION: NO EFFECT

Suitable habitat for the piping plover does not exist within project vicinity. This
species is usually found on extensive sand flats with sparse vegetation and dunes during
the breeding season (Fussell 1994). During the winter they are found on tidal flats around
the inlets (Fussell 1994). During the migration seasons they are commonly found on
ocean beaches (Fussell 1994). A survey of the project was conducted on June 1, 1999 by
NCDOT biologists Logan Williams and Sue Brady. No extensive sand flats were found
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within the proposed corridors. The North Carolina Natural Heritage Program (NCNHP)
records were reviewed for sightings of the piping plover within the project vicinity.
NCNHP records show no recorded observations of the piping plover within the project
vicinity. Therefore, project construction will have no effect on this species.
Environmental Biologist Clay Willis reviewed NCNHP records on December 16, 1999.

- Dermochelys coriacea (leatherback sea turtle) Endangered

The leatherback sea turtle is the largest of the marine turtles. Unlike other marine
turtles, the leatherback has a shell composed of tough leathery skin.

Leatherbacks are distributed world-wide in tropical waters of the Atlantic, Pacific,
and Indian oceans. Leatherbacks prefer deep waters and are often found near the edge of
the continental shelf. In northern waters they are reported to enter into bays, estuaries,
and other inland bodies of water. Leatherback nesting requirements are very specific,
they need sandy beaches backed with vegetation in the proximity of deep water and
generally with rough seas. Beaches with a suitable slope and a suitable depth of coarse
dry sand are necessary for the leatherback to nest. Major nesting areas occur in tropical
regions and the only nesting population in the United States is found in Martin County,
Florida.

BIOLOGICAL CONCLUSION: NO EFFECT

Suitable habitat for the Leatherback sea turtle does exist within the project
vicinity. The leatherback turtle could potentially enter the project area via Gallants
Channel. Factors influencing sea turtle movement into inshore waters in North Carolina
include water mass, gulf stream currents and water temperature (Schwartz 1989).
However, it is unlikely that project construction will interfere with the movement or
feeding opportunities of this species. Nesting habitat will not be impacted by the
proposed project. The North Carolina Natural Heritage Program (NCNHP) records were
reviewed for sightings of the Leatherback sea turtle within the project vicinity. NCNHP
records show no recorded observations of the Leatherback sea turtle within the project
vicinity. Therefore, project construction will have no effect on this species.

Felix concolor cougar (eastern cougar) Endangered

Cougars are tawny colored with the exception of the muzzle, the backs of the ears,
and the tip of the tail, which are black. In North Carolina the cougar is thought to occur
in only a few scattered areas, possibly including coastal swamps and the southern
Appalachian mountains. The eastern cougar is found in large remote wilderness areas
where there is an abundance of their primary food source, white-tailed deer. A cougar
will usually occupy a range of 40.2 kilometers (25.0 miles) and they are most active at
night.
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BIOLOGICAL CONCLUSION: NO EFFECT

Suitable habitat for the eastern cougar is not found within the project vicinity.
The North Carolina Natural Heritage Program (NCNHP) records were reviewed for
sightings of the eastern cougar within the project vicinity. NCNHP records show no
recorded observations of the eastern cougar within the project vicinity. Therefore, project
construction will have no effect on this species. Environmental Biologist Clay Willis
reviewed NCNHP records on December 16, 1999.

Picoides borealis (red-cockaded woodpecker) Endangered

The adult red-cockaded woodpecker (RCW) uses open old growth stands of
southern pines, particularly longleaf pine (Pinus palustris), for foraging and nesting
habitat. A forested stand must contain at least 50% pine, lack a thick understory, and be
contiguous with other stands to be appropriate habitat for the RCW. These birds nest
exclusively in trees that are greater than 60 years old and are contiguous with pine stands
at least 30 years of age. The foraging range of the RCW is up to 200.0 hectares (500.0
acres). This acreage must be contiguous with suitable nesting sites.

BIOLOGICAL CONCLUSION: NO EFFECT

Suitable habitat for the Red-cockaded woodpecker is not found within the project
vicinity. The North Carolina Natural Heritage Program (NCNHP) records were reviewed
for sightings of the Red-cockaded woodpecker within the project vicinity. NCNHP
records show no recorded observations of the Red-cockaded woodpecker within the
project vicinity. Therefore, project construction will have no effect on this species.
Environmental Biologist Clay Willis reviewed NCNHP records on December 16, 1999.

Amaranthus pumilus (seabeach amaranth) Threatened
Flowers Present: June to frost

Seabeach amaranth is an annual legume that grows in clumps containing 5 to 20
branches and are often over a foot across.

Seabeach amaranth is endemic to the Atlantic Coastal Plain beaches. Habitat for
seabeach amaranth is found on barrier island beaches functioning in a relatively dynamic
and natural manner. Seabeach amaranth grows well in overwash flats at the accreting
ends of islands and the lower foredunes and upper strands of noneroding beaches.
Temporary populations often form in blowouts, sound-side beaches, dredge spoil, and
beach replenishment. This species is very intolerant to competition and is not usually
found in association with other species. Threats to seabeach amaranth include beach
stabilization projects, all terrain vehicles (ATV's), herbivory by insects and animals,
beach grooming, and beach erosion.

BIOLOGICAL CONCLUSION: NO EFFECT
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Suitable habitat for the Seabeach Amaranth does not exist within the project
vicinity. The project does not impact the barrier beach landscape. The North Carolina
Natural Heritage Program (NCNHP) records were reviewed for sightings of the Seabeach
Amaranth within the project vicinity. NCNHP records show no recorded observations of
the Seabeach Amaranth within the project vicinity. Therefore, project construction will
have no effect on this species. NCNHP records were reviewed by Environmental
Biologist Clay Willis on December 16,1999.

Lysimachia asperulaefolia (rough-leaved loosestrife) Endangered *
' Flowers Present: June .

Rough-leaved loosestrife is a perennial herb having slender stems and whorled
leaves. This herb has showy yellow flowers that usually occur in threes or fours. Fruits
are present from July through October.

Rough-leaved loosestrife is endemic to the coastal plain and sandhills of North =7
and South Carolina. This species occurs in the ecotones or edges between longleaf pine
uplands and pond pine pocosins (areas of dense shrub and vine growth usually on a wet,
peat, poorly drained soil), on moist to seasonally saturated sands and on shallow organic
soils overlaying sand. It has also been found to occur on deep peat in the low shrub
community of large Carolina bays (shallow, elliptical, poorly drained depressions of -
unknown origins). The areas it occurs in are fire maintained. Rough-leaved loosestrife i
rarely occurs in association with hardwood stands and prefers acidic soils.

BIOLOGICAL CONCLUSION: NO EFFECT

Suitable habitat for the Rough-leaf Loosestrife does not exist within the project
vicinity. The North Carolina Natural Heritage Program (NCNHP) records were reviewed
for sightings of the Rough-leaf Loosestrife within the project vicinity. NCNHP records
show no recorded observations of the Rough-leaf Loosestrife within the project vicinity.
Therefore, project construction will have no effect on this species. Environmental
Biologist Clay Willis reviewed NCNHP records on December 16, 1999.

Sterna dougallii (toseate tern) Endangered

The roseate tern is a small whitish seabird. In North Carolina, roseate tern is most s
commonly seen from late July to October (peak time is in early September) as a migrant. &
These birds are often sighted in full breeding plumage, and found with mixed terns. The £
roseate tern nests on isolated, less disturbed coastal islands in areas characterized by
sandy, rocky, or clayey substrates with either sparse or thick vegetation. Eggs are usually
laid such that grasses or overhanging objects provide shelter. They may also nest in
marshes, but it is an uncommon occurrence. There is only one nesting record for North
Carolina, but it is thought likely that additional nesting records will be found in the
future.
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BIOLOGICAL CONCLUSION: NO EFFECT

Suitable nesting habitat for the Roseate Tern in the form of less disturbed coastal
islands does not occur within the project vicinity. In North Carolina this species is usually
found offshore and has only been recorded inshore on rare occasions (Fussell 1994). Most
records from North Carolina are from Cape Hatteras Point in Dare County and Cape
Lookout Point in Carteret County (Fussell 1994). The North Carolina Natural Heritage
Program (NCNHP) records were reviewed for sightings of the Roseate Tern within the
project vicinity. NCNHP records were reviewed and show no recorded observations of
the Roseate Tern within the project vicinity. Therefore, project construction will have no
effect on this species. Environmental Biologist Clay Willis reviewed NCNHP records on
December 16, 1999.

Lepidochelys kempii (Kemp's ridley sea turtle) Endangered

Kemp's ridley sea turtle is the smallest of the sea turtles that visit North Carolina's

coast. These turtles have a triangular shaped head and a hooked beak with large crushing
surfaces

Kemp's ridley sea turtles live in shallow coastal and estuarine waters, in
association with red mangrove trees. A majority of this sea turtle's nesting occurs in a 24
km (14.9 mile) stretch of beach between Barra del Tordo and Ostioal in the state of
Tamaulipas, Mexico. This turtle is an infrequent visitor to the North Carolina coast and
usually does not nest here. Kemp's ridley sea turtles prefer beach sections that are backed
up by extensive swamps or large bodies of open water having seasonal narrow ocean
connections and a well defined elevated dune area.

BIOLOGICAL CONCLUSION: NO EFFECT

Suitable habitat for the Kemp's ridley does exist within the project vicinity. The
Kemp’s ridley turtle could potentially enter project area via Gallants Channel. However,
project construction will unlikely interfere with the movement or feeding opportunities of
this species. Nesting habitat will not be impacted by the proposed project. The North
Carolina Natural Heritage Program (NCNHP) records were reviewed for sightings of the
Kemp's ridley within the project vicinity. NCNHP records were reviewed and show no
recorded observations of the Kemp's ridley within the project vicinity. Therefore, project
construction will have no effect on this species: Environmental Biologist Clay Willis
reviewed NCNHP records on December 16, 1999.

Chelonia mydas (green sea turtle) Threatened
The distinguishing factors found in the green sea turtle are the single clawed

flippers and a single pair of elongated scales between the eyes. This sea turtle has a small
head and a strong, serrate, lower jaw.
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The green sea turtle is found in temperate and tropical oceans and seas. Nesting
in North America is limited to small communities on the east coast of Florida requiring
beaches with minimal disturbances and a sloping platform for nesting (they do not nest in
NC). The green sea turtle can be found in shallow waters. They are attracted to lagoons,
reefs, bays, Mangrove swamps and inlets where an abundance of marine grasses can be
found, marine grasses are the principle food source for the green turtle.

BIOLOGICAL CONCLUSION: NO EFFECT

Suitable habitat for the Green sea turtle does exist within the project vicinity.
Green sea turtle could potentially enter project area via Gallants Channel. However,
project construction will unlikely interfere with the movement or feeding opportunities of

this species. Nesting habitat will not be impacted by the proposed project. The North

Carolina Natural Heritage Program (INCNHP) records were reviewed for sightings of the
Green sea turtle within the project vicinity. NCNHP records show no recorded
observations of the Green sea turtle within the project vicinity. Therefore, project
construction will have no effect on this species. Environmental Biologist Clay Willis
reviewed NCNHP records on December 16, 1999. A

Trichechus manatus (West Indian manatee) Endangered
The manatee is a large, gray or brown, barrel shaped, aquatic mammal.

Manatees are found in canals, sluggish rivers, estuarine habitats, salt water bays,
and as far off shore as 5.4 km (3.7 miles). They are found in freshwater and marine
habitats at shallow depths of 15 inches or higher. In the winter, between October and
April, manatees concentrate in areas with warm water. During other times of the year
habitats appropriate for the manatee are those with sufficient water depth, an adequate
food supply, and in proximity to freshwater. It is believed that manatees require a source
of freshwater to drink. Manatees are primarily herbivorous, feeding on any aquatic
vegetation present, but they may occasionally feed on fish.

BIOLOGICAL CONCLUSION: NO EFFECT

Suitable habitat for the Manatee does exist within the project vicinity. The North
Carolina Natural Heritage Program (NCNHP) records were reviewed for sightings of the
Manatee within the project vicinity. NCNHP records show 49 recorded observations of
the Manatee within N.C. waters since 1977. Two of the most recent Manatee
observations were within the project vicinity. Observations of Manatees where recorded
on August 8 and 18 of 1999. The location of these observations where approximately .5
miles south of the project area. They where observed by Jeremy Russ of the National
Marine Fisheries. Environmental Technician Clay Willis reviewed NCNHP records on
December 16,1999. However, no populations within N.C. waters of the Manatee have
been recorded in the NCNHP database. These species typically inhabit more southern

47




waters but are occasionally spotted in N.C. waters. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
has developed a list of "Precautions for the general construction in areas which may be
used by the West Indian manatee in North Carolina." If these precautions are considered
in all aspects of project construction, this project will not effect the West Indian manatee.

PRECAUTIONS FOR GENERAL CONSTRUCTION IN AREAS WHICH MAY
BE USED BY THE WEST INDIAN MANATEE IN NORTH CAROLINA

The North Carolina Field Office of the FWS has developed recommendations for
general construction activities in aquatic areas which may be used by the manatee. Since
the manatee is considered a seasonal inhabitant of North Carolina with reported
occurrences being greatest during the months of June through October, the Service
prefers that in-water construction which can be completed in several months be scheduled
during the seven month period of November through May. However, the Service
believes that the implementation of the following recommendations will allow major, in-
water construction projects which do not require blasting to proceed without adverse
impacts to manatees, While most conditions must be implemented throughout the year,
other requirements may be implemented only during the period when manatees are most
likely to be in North Carolina waters, currently considered to be the months of June
through October. The conditions which should be implemented throughout the year are:

1. The project manager and/or contractor will inform all personnel associated with
the project that manatees may be present in the project area, primarily during the
months of June through October, and the need to avoid any harm to these endangered
mammals. The project manager will ensure that all construction personnel know the
general appearance of the species and their habit of moving about completely or
partially submerged in shallow water. All construction personnel will be informed
that they are responsible for observing water-related activities for the presence of
manatees. '

2. The project manager and/or the contractor will advise all construction personnel
that there are civil and criminal penalties for harming, harassing, or killing manatees
which are protected under the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972 and the ESA.

3. If a manatee is seen within 100 yards of the active construction/dredging
operation or vessel movement, all appropriate precautions will be implemented to
ensure protection of the manatee. These precautions will include the immediate
shutdown of moving equipment if a manatee comes within 50 feet of the operational
area of the equipment. Activities will not resume until the manatee has departed the
project area on its own volition.

4, Any collision with and/or injury to a manatee will be reported immediately. The
report must be made to the Service's manatee coordinator in Jacksonville, FL (ph.
904-232-2580), the Raleigh Field Office (ph. 919-856-4520), and the North Carolina
Wildlife Resources Commission (ph. 919-224-1288). The project manager should
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coordinate with the Service immediately prior to the start of construction for the name
and current telephone number of the individuals to be contacted.

5. A sign should be posted in all vessels associated with the project where it is
clearly visible to the vessel operator. The sign should state:

CAUTION: The endangered manatee may occur in these waters during the warmer
months, primarily from June through October. Idle speed is required if operating this
vessel in shallow water during these months. All equipment must be shut down if a £
manatee comes within 50 feet of operating equipment. A collision with and or injury |
to the manatee will be reported immediately the US Fish ad Wildlife Service at 919-
856-4520 and the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission at 919-224-1288.

6. The contractor will maintain a log detailing sightings, collisions, or injuries to
manatees during project construction. After construction the project manager will
prepare a report which summarizes all information on manatees during construction.
This report will be submitted to the Service's Raleigh Field Office and NCWRC. The
following conditions will only be required for construction during the period from
June 1 through October 31, the period when manatees are most likely to be in North
Carolina:

7. All vessels associated with the construction project will operate at "no wake/idle"
speeds at all times while in water where the draft of the vessel provides less than a
four foot clearance from the bottom. All vessels will follow routes of deep water
whenever possible.

8. If siltation barriers must be placed in shallow water, these barriers will be: (a)
made of material in which manatees cannot become entangled; (b) secured in a
manner that they cannot break free and entangle manatees; and (c) regularly
monitored to ensure that manatees have not become entangled. Barriers will be
placed in a manner to allow manatees entry to or exit from essential habitat.

For projects which require an Environmental Assessment or Environmental
Impact Statement pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the
inclusion of these conditions in the environmental document as part of the
determination of impacts on the manatee will expedite the Service's review of the
NEPA document for the fulfillment of requirements under Section 7 of the ESA.

NCDOT will implement the “Precautions For General Construction In Areas
Which May Be Used By The West Indian Manatee In North Carolina.” These conditions
are outlined in Section VI.D.1.c of this report. NCDOT will make every effort to
schedule in-water construction from November until May when manatees are not likely to
be in North Carolina Waters.

Eretmochelys imbricata (Hawksbill sea turtle) Endangered
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The Hawksbill sea turtle is found in tropical and subtropical oceans. Sightings
have been reported on the east coast of the U.S. as far north as Massachusetts, although
rarely north of Florida. The adult turtle can be found in coastal waters, especially around
coral reefs, rocky outcrops, shoals mangrove bays, and estuaries. Juveniles are often seen
offshore, in floating mats of seaweed.

BIOLOGICAL CONCLUSION: NO EFFECT

Suitable habitat for the Hawksbill sea turtle does exist within the project vicinity.
Hawksbill sea turtle could potentially enter project area via Gallants Channel. However,
project construction will unlikely interfere with the movement or feeding opportunities of
this species. Nesting habitat will not be impacted by the proposed project. The North
Carolina Natural Heritage Program (NCNHP) records were reviewed for 51ghtmgs of the
Hawksbill sea turtle within the project vicinity. NCNHP records show no recorded
observations of the Hawksbill sea turtle within the project vicinity. Therefore, project
construction will have no effect on this species. Environmental Biologist Clay Willis
reviewed NCNHP records on December 16, 1999.

2). Federal Species of Concern and State Listed Species

Federal species of concern are not afforded federal protection under the
Endangered Species Act and are not subject to any of its provisions, including Section 7,
until they are formally proposed or listed as Threatened or Endangered. However, the
status of these species is subject to change, and so should be included for consideration.
Federal Species of Concern (FSC) are defined as a species that is under consideration for
listing for which there is insufficient information to support listing. In addition,
organisms which are listed as Endangered (E), Threatened (T), or Special Concern (SC)
by the North Carolina Natural Heritage Program list of Rare Plant and Animal Species
are afforded state protection under the NC State Endangered Species Act and the NC
Plant Protection and Conservation Act of 1979. There are twenty-two federal species of
concemn listed by the FWS for Carteret County (see Table 16).
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Federal Species of Concern for Carteret County

Table 16

Scientific Name “ommon Name
Aimophila aestivalis Bachman's sparrow SC YES
Ammodramus henslowii Henslow's sparrow SR YES
Heterodon simus Southern hognose snake SR/PSC NO
Laterallus jamaicensis Black rail SR YES
Malaclemys terrapin terrapin Northern diamondback SC YES
Ophisaurus mimicus Mimic glass lizard SC/PT YES
Passerina ciris ciris Eastern painted bunting SR* YES
Rana capito capito Carolina gopher frog SC/PT NG
Atrytone arogos arogos Arogos skipper SR NO
Hemipachnobia subporphyrea Venus flytrap cutworm moth SR NO
Procambarus plumimanus Croatan crayfish W3 YES
Spartiniphaga carterae Carter's noctuid moth SR - NO
Carex chapmanii Chapman's sedge WI NO
Dionaea muscipula Venus flytrap C-SC NO
Litsea aestivalis Pondspice C NO
Myriophyllum laxum Loose watermilfoil T NO
Oxypolis ternata Savanna cowbane Wi NO
Solidago pulchra Carolina goldenrod E NO
Tofieldia glabra Carolina asphodet C - NO
Trichostema sp. 1 Dune bluecurls C YES
Campylopus carolinae Savanna campylopus C NO
Rhynchospera pleiantha Coastal beakseder C NO

"E"--An Endangered species is one whose continued existence as a viable component of the State’s flora is

determined to be in jeopardy.

"T"--A Threatened species is one which is likely to become endangered species within the foreseeable

future throughout all or a significant portion of its range.

"SC"--A Special Concern species is one which requires monitoring but may be taken or collected and sold
under regulations adopted under the provisions of Article 25 of Chapter 11 of the General Statutes (animals)

and the Plant Protection and Conservation Act (plants). -‘Only propagated material may be sold of Special

Concern plants that are also listed as Threatened or Endangered.

"C"--A Candidate species is one which is very rare in North Carolina, generally with 1 - 20 populations in

the state, generally substantially reduced in numbers by habitat destruction, direct exploitation or disease.
The species is also either rare throughout its range or disjunct in North Carolina from a main range ina

different part of the country or the world. "SR"--A Significantly Rare species is one which is very rare in
North Carolina, generally with I-20 populations in the state, generally substantially reduced in numbers by
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habitat destruction, direct exploitation or disease. The species is generally more common elsewhere in its
range, occurring peripherally in North Carolina.

"WI "--A Watch Category 1 species is a rare species whose status in North Carolina is relatively well
known and which appears to be relatively secure at this time.

"W3"--A Watch Category 3 species is a species which is poorly known in North Carolina, but is not
necessarily considered to be declining.

"/P-"--denotes a species which has been formally proposed for listing as Endangered, Threatened, or
Special Concern, but has not yet completed the listing process. '

* _-Historic record - the species was last observed in the county more than 50 years ago.
A review of the NCNHP database of rare species and unique habitats shows 5 occurrences of rare species

within the project vicinity. Surveys for FSC species were not conducted during the site visit.

2. Physical Resources

Soil and water resources that occur in the project area are discussed below with
respect to possible environmental concerns. Soil properties and site topography
significantly influence the potential for soil erosion and compaction, along with other
possible construction limitations or management concerns. Water resources within the
project area present important management limitations due to the need to regulate water
movement and the increased potential for water quality degradation. Excessive soil
disturbance resulting from construction activities can potentially alter both the flow and
quality of water resources, limiting downstream uses. In addition, soil characteristics and
the availability of water directly influence the composition and distribution of flora and
fauna in biotic communities, thus affecting the characteristics of these resources.

a. Topography and Soils

Carteret County is in the Lower Coastal Plain physiographic region of North
Carolina. It is drained by the Neuse, Newport, North, South, and White Oak Rivers and
numerous creeks that drain into the sounds and bays. The general slope of the county is
to the east and southeast. About 92 percent of the land is nearly level, 6 percent is gently
sloping, and 2 percent is sloping to moderately steep. There are five physiographic areas
in the county. They consist of the Talbot Surface, the low marine terrace and stream
terraces of the Pamlico Surfaces, the islands of the Outer Banks, the salt marshes, and the
forested flood plains along streams. The highest elevations range from 20 to 40 feet in
the uplands of the Talbot Surface. Elevations on the Outer Banks ranges from sea level
to nearly 40 feet. The salt marshes are less than 2 feet in elevation. About 64 percent of
the soils in Carteret County are very poorly drained, 15 percent are poorly drained, 3
percent are somewhat poorly drained, 7 percent are moderately well drained, 3 percent
are well drained, and 5 percent are excessively drained.

Generally, soils are characterized into Soil Associations or "General Soil Mapping

Units" with consistent patterns of soil, relief, and drainage. The project study area in
Carteret County lies within an area of three soil mapping units. "General Soil Mapping
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Units" include Lafitte-Hobucken-Carteret, Altavista- Augusta-State and Leon-Murville-
Mandarin. The Lafitte-Hobucken-Carteret grouping is nearly level, very poorly drained,
mucky and sandy soils; in marshes flooded frequently with salt water (USDA 1978).
Altavista-Augusta-State grouping is nearly level, moderately well drained, somewhat
poorly drained, and well drained, sandy soils; on low marine and stream terraces. (USDA
1978) Leon-Murville-Mandarin grouping is nearly level to gently sloping, poorly drained,
very poorly drained, and somewhat poorly drained, sandy soils that have a subsoil in
which organic matter has accumulated; on uplands and low marine terraces. (USDA
1978) There are eight soil types located in the project area. A brief description of these e
soil types is provided in Table 17. ' v f

Table 17 ' ‘
Soils Occurring In The Project Area, Carteret County ‘

Specific Mapping Uni T [Hydnic
mb ARG 7. | Classificati
Mc Mandarin-Urban land Nearly level Inclusions of | Not
Complex : Hydric sails Assigned
Lu Leon-Urban land Nearly level, Hydric | Not
Complex Gently sloping Assigned
Nd Newhan fine sand 2-30% Inclusions of | VIlIs
Hydric soils
Cu Corolla-Urban land Nearly level, Non-hydric Not
Complex Gently sloping Assigned
Tm Tomotley fine sandy loam | Nearly level | Hydric 11w (drained) -
IVw (undrained)
AaA Altavista loamy fine sand 0-2% Non-hydric Liw
Ag Augusta loamy fine sand Nearly level Inclusions of | IlIw
Hydric soils
CH Carteret sand Nearly level Hydric ‘ VIIIw
b. Water Resources

This section contains information concerning surface water resources likely to be
impacted by the proposed project. Water resource assessments include the physical
characteristics, best usage standards, and water quality aspects of the water resources,
along with their relationship to major regional drainage systems. Probable impacts to
surface water resources are also discussed, as are means to minimize impacts.

Best Usage Classification

Water resources within the study area are located in the White Oak River
Drainage Basin; Division of Water Quality sub-basin number 03-05-01; United States
Department of Interior Hydrologic Unit is 03020106. The main water resource in the
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project’s vicinity is the Newport river which branches into Morehead City Channel and
Gallants Channel (Beaufort Channel) before entering Bogue Sound and Beaufort Inlet.
The water resources located within the transportation improvement project (R-3307) area

will include Gallants Channel (Beaufort Channel), Town Creek, and a tributary to Turner
Creek.

Streams have been assigned a best usage classification by the Division of Water
Quality (DWQ), formerly Division of Environmental Management (DEM), which reflects
water quality conditions and potential resource usage. Unnamed tributaries receive the
same classification as the streams to which they flow (see classifications listed in Table 18).

Table 18
Water Resources Classification

Water Resource ™ | DEMAndex NoT# .70 | Date =m0 11 11 il 7| IClassificationl: .
Gallants(Beaufort) 21-(17) 06/01/56 SA

Channel

Town Creek 21-(33) 06/01/56 SC.

Turner Creek 21-35-1-11-1 06/01/56 SA

e SA waters indicate suitable areas for commercial shellfishing and all other tidal
saltwater uses.

- e SC waters indicate aquatic life propagation/protection and secondary recreation.

There are waters within the project vicinity classified as High Quality Waters
(HQW). These areas are in the Newport river (Beaufort, Gallants, Morehead Channel),
Bogue Sound, Taylors Creek, Town Creek, and Turner Creek. Waters in this area are not
designated as a North Carolina Natural and Scenic River, nor are they designated as a
National Wild and Scenic River.

NCDOT will implement Design Standards for Sensitive Watershed Sedimentation
Control Guidelines in addition to standard Best Management Practices.

Physical Characteristics of Surface Waters

The proposed project crosses Gallants (Beaufort) Channel. The sounds and bays
of the Beaufort region obtain little fresh water inflow. Therefore, the salinity is similar to
o that of the open ocean. The normal variation in the salinity of Beaufort Channel is 30-35
L p.p-t. (Van Dover and Kirby-Smith 1979). Water temperatures in Beaufort channel range
&2 from 3° C in the winter to 30° C in the summer (Van Dover and Kirby-Smith 1979). The
typical tide range in the vicinity of Beaufort is approximately 1 meter (3 feet). However,
the tidal range may fluctuate according to the lunar cycle. The substrate of Beaufort
Channel in the project vicinity is composed of fine sand.
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Water Quality

This section describes the quality of the water resources within the project area.
Potential sediment loads and toxin concentrations of these waters from both point sources
and nonpoint sources are evaluated. Water quality assessments are made based on
published resource information and existing general watershed characteristics. This data
provide insight into the value of water resources within the project area to meet human
needs and to provide habitat for aquatic organisms.

Benthic Macroinvertebrate Ambient Network

The Benthic Macroinvertebrate Ambient Network (BMAN), managed by the
DWQ, is part of an ongoing ambient water quality monitoring program which addresses
long term trends in water quality. The program monitors ambient water quality by
sampling at fixed sites for selected benthic macroinvertebrates organisms, which are
sensitive to water quality conditions.

There are five BMAN monitoring stations within the project vicinity. These
'BMAN sites are located in an estuarine environment. The Department of Water Quality
(DWQ) is currently working to establish a biological water quality rating system using
BMAN's within estuarine waters. Since it has not been finalized, actual ratings for the
water quality in association with BMAN data can not be established.

Point Source and Nonpoint Source Dischargers

Point source dischargers located throughout North Carolina are permitted through
the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Program. Any discharger
is required to register for a permit. There are five permitted dischargers within the project
vicinity.

Nonpoint source discharge refers to runoff that enters surface waters through
stormwater or snowmelt. Agricultural activities may serve as a source for various forms
of nonpoint source pollutants. Land clearing and plowing disturbs soils to a degree where
they are susceptible to erosion, which can lead to sedimentation in streams. Sediment is
the most widespread cause of nonpoint source pollution in North Carolina. Pesticides,
chemical fertilizers, and land application of animal wastes can be transported via runoff
to receiving streams and potentially elevate concentrations of toxic compounds and
nutrients. Animal wastes can also be a source of bacterial contamination and elevate
biochemical oxygen demand (BOD). Drainage ditches on poorly drained soils enhances
the transportation of stormwater into surface waters (DEM, 1993). The land use
conditions of the project vicinity are mostly developed with some agricultural fields and
pine plantations.
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Summary of Anticipated Impacts

Construction of the proposed project will impact water resources by the following
processes: pavement installation, removal of the existing bridge, construction of the new
bridge. In addition, fertilizer and pesticide use during revegetation could potentially
impact water resources. The following impacts to surface water resources are likely to
result from the above mentioned construction activities.

o Increased sedimentation and siltation from project construction activities.

e Changes in light incidence and water clarity due to increased sedimentation.

o Increased nutrient loading via resuspension of sediments from bridge removal.
o Increased concentrations of toxic compounds in roadway runoff.

e Increased potential for release of toxic compounds such as fuel and oil from
construction equipment and other vehicles.

Precautions should be taken to minimize impacts to water resources in the study
area. NCDOT's Best Management Practices for the Protection of Surface Waters and
Sedimentation Control guidelines must be strictly enforced during the construction stage
of the project. DOT has committed to Design Standards in Sensitive Watersheds. These
provisions were established in order to preclude unnecessary contamination by toxic
substances during the construction interval and should be strictly enforced.

3. Waters Of The United States

Surface waters and wetlands fall under the broad category of "Waters of the
United States,” as defined in Section 33 of the Code of Federal Register (CRF) Part
328.3. Any action that proposes to dredge or place fill material into surface waters or
wetlands falls under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) under
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1344). Surface waters include all
standing or flowing waters which have commercial or recreational value to the public.
Wetlands are identified based on the presence of hydric soils, hydrophytic vegetation, and
saturated or flooded conditions during all or part of the growing season.

a. Characteristics of Wetlands and Surface Waters

Potential wetland communities were evaluated using the criteria specified in the
1987 "Corps of engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual". For an area to be considered a
"wetland", the following three specifications must be met: 1) presence of hydric soils
(low soil chroma values) 2) presence of hydrophytic vegetation, and 3) evidence of
hydrology, including: saturated soils, stained leaf litter, oxidized rhizospheres, matted
vegetation, high water marks on trees, buttressed tree bases and surface roots.
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b. Summary of Anticipated Impacts to Wetlands and Surface Waters

Highway construction impacts can affect the functions that wetlands perform in
an ecosystem. Wetlands influence regional water flow regimes by intercepting and
storing storm runoff which ultimately reduces the danger of flooding in surrounding and
downstream areas. Wetlands have been documented to remove organic and inorganic
nutrients and toxic materials from water that flows across them.

Seventeen wetland sites were identified in the project area (see Appendix A,
Figure 10). These sites were classified using the classification scheme of Cowardin et al.
(1979) and quantitatively evaluated using the DEM wetland rating system (DEHNR
1995), which assigns a numerical value (0-100) to a particular wetland based on wetland
quality and function. This wetland rating system is heavily weighted towards water
storage, bank/shoreline stabilization, pollutant removal and life functions of a wetland
community. In addition, attributes such as wildlife habitat, recreational and educational
values are also considered. Table 19 gives the classification, and DEM rating of each
wetland site. Wetland impacts are given for each alternative in Table 20. Tables 21 and
22 provide impacts to CAMA wetlands and to 404 wetlands.
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Table 19
Wetland Sites and Classifications

- Wetl
A E2SS7P Salt Marsh NA
B E2SS7P Salt Marsh NA
C E2EMIN Salt Marsh NA
D PSSI1/E Disturbed Scrub Shrub 37
E PSSI1/E Disturbed Scrub Shrub 37
F PSS1/E Disturbed Scrub Shrub 37
G E2SS7Pd Salt Marsh NA
H E2EMIN Salt Marsh NA
1 E2EMIN Salt Marsh NA
J E2EMIN Salt Marsh NA
K E2EMIN Salt Marsh NA
L PFO4/1E Pine Flat 22
M PFO4/1E Pine Flat 22
N PFO4/1E Pine Flat 22
0] PFO4/1E Pine Flat 22
P E2EMIN Salt Marsh NA
Q E2EMIN Salt Marsh NA

Notes:

E2SS7P denotes Estuarine, Intertidal, Scrub-shrub, Evergreen, Irregularly flooded.

E2EMIN denotes Estuarine, Intertidal, Emergent, Persistent, Regularly flooded.

E2SS7Pd denotes Estuarine, Intertidal, Scrub-shrub, Evergreen, Irregularly ﬂooded
Partially Drained or Ditched

PFO 4/1A denotes Palustrine, Forested, Needle-Leaved Evergreen, Seasonal Saturate

PSS1/E denote Palustrine Scrub Shrub, Broad-Leaf Deciduous, Season Flood Saturate

Bridge Demolition and Removal

Bridge No. 29 is located on US 70 over Gallants Channel (also known as Beaufort
Channel) in Carteret County. It has 14 approach spans and a bascule main span totaling
205 meters (673 feet). The superstructure is composed of a concrete deck, concrete
bridge railings, and a steel bascule span. The substructure is composed of concrete caps
and piles. :

Based on conversations with Bridge Maintenance representatives, most of the
bridge may be removed without dropping pieces in the water. These components
comprise approximately 765 cubic meters (1000 cubic yards) of material. The bascule
spans and weights may be removed by crane. A barge may be used to contain the debris
as each approach span and bent cap is removed. The bent piles may be removed with a
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vibratory hammer or water jet.

There is the potential for components of the two bascule piers/ machinery rooms
to be dropped into Waters of the U.S. during construction. The resulting temporary fill
associated with these rooms is approximately 315 cubic meters (410 cubic yards).

A decision has not been made yet to remove the drawbridge. It does not have to
be removed with any of the current alternatives.
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Table 20
Wetland Impacts

[ Wetland_ 'nd] Altcrnative 1A | Alternative 1E | Alternative 2A° |- Alternative 2D | Alternative 2E
~. | Type: e |Hectares| Acres [Hectares| Acres |Hectares| Acres | Hectares| Acres |Hectares| Acres
Salt Marsh A - 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.07 0.03 0.07 0.03 0.07
’\ Salt Marsh B 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
, Salt Marsh C 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Disturbed D 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.42 1.03 0.42 1.03 0.42 1.03
Scrub Shrub
Disturbed E 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01
Scrub Shrub
Disturbed F 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.04
Scrub Shrub '
Salt Marsh G 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.56 1.38 0.56 1.38 0.56 | 1.38
i Salt Marsh H 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.03
Salt Marsh 1 0.17 0.42 0.17 0.42 0.17 0.42 0.17 0.42 0.17 0.42
Salt Marsh J 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.03
Salt Marsh K 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.04 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.03
Pine Flat I 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.17 0.04 0.10 0.64 0.10
- Pine Flat M 1.42 3.51 1.24 3.07 1.27 3.13 0.01 0.02 . 0.01 0.02
7 Pine Flat N 0.00 0.00 0.91 2.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.91 2.24
. Pine Flat 0] 2.65 6.54 0.00 0.00. | 2.65 6.54 2.65 6.54 0.00 0.00
Salt Marsh P 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Salt Marsh Q 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 4.3 10.5 2.3 5.8 5.2 12.9 3.9 9T 2.2 5.4
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Table 21

Impacts to Salt Marsh Communities (CAMA)

A 0/0 0/0 03/.07 .03/.07 03/.07
B 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0
C 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0
G 0/0 0/0 .56/1.38 .56/1.38 .56/1.38
H 0/0 0/0 .01/.03 .01/.03 .01/.03
I 17/.42 17/.42 171.42 .17/.42 .17/.42
J 01/.03 .01/.03 .01/.03 .01/7.03 .01/.03
K 02/.04 .02/.04 .01/.03 .017.03 .01/.03
P 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0
Q 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0 0/0
Total Impacts .2/.49 .2/.49 .79/1.96 .79/1.96 .79/1.96

Note: Hectares/Acres

Table 22

Impacts to Freshwater (404) Wetland Communities

Alt A A
1A - - =00 L OE
0/0 0/0 42/1.03 42/1.0 42/1.03
0/0 0/0 0/.01 0/.01 0/.01
0/0 0/0 .02/.04 .02/.04 .02/.04
0/0 0/0 07/.17 104710 .04/.10
1.42/3.51 1.24/3.07 1.27/3.13 .01/.02 . .01/.02
0/0 91/2.24 0/0 0/0 91/2.24
2.65/6.54 0/0 2.65/6.54 2.65/6.54 0/0
Total Impacts 4.07/10.04 2.15/5.31 4.43/10.92 3.14/7.74 1.4/3.44

Note: Hectares/Acres

4.

Permits

Impacts to jurisdictional surface waters are anticipated from the proposed project.
As a result, construction activities will require permits and certifications from various
regulatory agencies in charge of protecting the water quality of public water resources.

a. Federal Permits

Permits will be required from the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers pursuant to
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, as codified at 33 CFR Part 323, for discharges of
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“dredged or fill material into waters of the United States. Nationwide Permits may apply
to minor roadway crossings. However, it is likely that an Individual Permit will be
required for the entire project.

The Clean Water Act provides for public notice and review of Section 404 permit
applications, as well as review by the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National
Marine Fisheries Service, and approval by the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency.

It is anticipated that a U. S. Coast Guard permit will be required for the bridge
crossings of navigable waterways, specifically Gallant’s Channel and Town Creek. If a
U. S. Coast Guard permit is not required, permits may be required under Section 10 of the
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 for structures in navigable waterways. The U. S. Army
Corps of Engineers administers the Section 10 permit program.

b. State Permits

North Carolina requires a permit under N. C. Gen. Stat. Sec. 113-229(a), 230,
Division of Coastal Management, before any excavation or fill of estuarine waters,
tidelands, or saltwater marshlands. These permits are issued through the permitting
provisions of the Coastal Area Management Act (CAMA), Sec. 113A-100 et. seq., which
subsumes the Dredge and Fill Act. All development in areas of envuonmental concern
requires a permit under N. C. Gen. Stat. Sec. 113A-118(a).

This project will also require a 401 Water Quality Certification from the DWQ
prior to the issuance of the Nationwide Permit. Section 401 of the Clean Water Act
requires that the state issue or deny water certification for any federally permitted or
licensed activity that may result in a discharge to Waters of the United States. Section
401 Cerntification allows surface waters to be temporarily impacted for the duration of the
construction or other land manipulation. The issuance of a 401 permit from the DWQ is
" aprerequisite to issuance of a Section 404 permit. A state stormwater permit will be
required.

5. Avoidance, Minimization, Mitigation

The COE has adopted through the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) a
wetland mitigation policy which embraces the concept of "no net loss of wetlands" and
sequencing. The purpose of this policy is to restore and maintain the chemical, biological
and physical integrity of Waters of the United States, specifically wetlands. Mitigation of
wetland impacts has been defined by the CEQ to include: avoiding impacts (to wetlands),
minimizing impacts, rectifying impacts, reducing impacts over time and compensating
for impacts (40 CFR 1508.20). Each of these three aspects (avoidance, minimization and
compensatory mitigation) must be considered sequentially.

Avoidance mitigation examines all appropriate and practicable possibilities of
averting impacts to Waters of the United States. According to a 1990 Memorandum of

62




Agreement (MOA) between the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the COE,

in determining "appropriate and practicable" measures to offset unavoidable impacts,

such measures should be appropriate to the scope and degree of those impacts and

practicable in terms of cost, existing technology and logistics in light of overall project

purposes. Complete avoidance was not totally possible, even when widening along the :
existing roadways (Alternative 3). -

Minimization includes the examination of appropriate and practicable steps to
reduce the adverse impacts to Waters of the United States. Implementation of these steps
will be required through project modifications and permit conditions. Thus far, ' &
minimization has involved extending the bridge for each alternative. Once an alternative
is recommended, minimization will focus on decreasing the footprint of the proposed "f'f‘;
project through the reduction to median widths, right-of- way widths, fill slopes and/or
road shoulder widths, and consideration to bridging wetlands.

Compensatory mitigation is not normally considered until anticipated impacts to
Waters of the United States have been avoided and minimized to the maximum extent
possible. It is recognized that "no net Joss of wetlands" functions and values may not be
achieved in each and every permit action. Appropriate and practicable compensatory
mitigation is required for unavoidable adverse impacts that remain after all appropriate
and practicable minimization has been required. Compensatory actions often include
restoration, creation and enhancement of Waters of the United States, specifically _
wetlands. Such actions should be undertaken in areas adjacent to or contiguous to the &
discharge site.

o

6. Conceptual Mitigation Strategy

NCDOT is investigating several compensatory mitigation opportunities for
unavoidable wetland impacts in the vicinity of the project. The first site is a marine
construction business located on the northwest side of the existing drawbridge. This 2.4-
hectare (6-acre) site is adjacent to the salt marsh and Gallants Channel. By removing fill
and possible hazardous materials, this site has the potential for being restored with native
salt marsh vegetation. A second site, just north of the Maritime Museum property, may
also have the potential for restoring salt marsh wetlands. The third site is along the v
Turner Street causeway. Approximately 120 meters (395 feet) of the causeway will be
replaced by a bridge. Removal of the causeway increases wildlife movement, spawning
opportunities in the salt marshes, and allows better flushing.

During the final hydraulic design stages of the project, NCDOT will review the s
two Gallants Channel sites and other possibilities to determine if they are feasible

mitigation sources for the project.

7. Flood Hazard Evaluation

Carteret County is a current participant in the National Flood Insurance Regular
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Program. The crossings of Gallants Channel and Town Creek are in designated flood
hazard zones, but are not included in a detailed flood study. The floodplain areas affected
by the project are primarily rural and wooded with marsh wetlands, and there are no
known buildings in the project vicinity with floor elevation below the 100-year flood
level which would be adversely affected by the proposed improvements. The proposed
replacement bridge over Gallants Channel will provide improved conveyance compared
to that of the existing bridge; therefore, it will have no adverse impact on the existing
floodplain and associated flood hazard. The proposed Turner Street bridge over Town
Creek will also improve the conveyance for Town Creek and will not have an adverse
effect on the floodplain and flood hazard.

8. Air Quality

Alr pollution originates from various sources. Emissions from industrial and
internal combustion engines are the most prevalent sources. Other origins of common
outdoor air pollution are solid waste disposal and any form of fire. The impact resulting
from highway construction ranges from intensifying existing air pollution problems to
improving the ambient air conditions. The traffic is the center of concern when
determining the impact of a new highway facility or the improvement of an old highway
facility. Motor vehicles emit carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxide (NO), hydrocarbons
(HC), particulate matter, sulfur dioxide (SO3), and lead (Pb) (listed in order of decreasing
emission rate). Automobiles are considered to be the major source of CO in the project
area. For this reason, most of the analysis presented is concerned with determining
expected carbon monoxide levels in the vicinity of the project due to traffic flow.
Additional details regarding this air quality analysis are contained in the Air Quality
Technical Report available from NCDOT (see additional information in the Summary).

a. Carbon Monoxide

In order to determine the ambient CO concentration for the receptor closest to the
highway project, two concentration components must be used: local and background.
The local concentration is defined as the CO emissions from cars operating on highways
in the near vicinity (i.e., distances within 100 meters) of the receptor location. The
background concentration is defined by the North Carolina Department of Environment,
Health and Natural Resources as "the concentration of a pollutant at a point that is the
result of emissions outside the local vicinity; that is, the concentration at the upwind edge
of the local sources."

In this study, the local concentration was determined by the NCDOT Traffic
Noise/Air Quality Staff using line source computer modeling and the background
concentration was obtained from the North Carolina Department of Environment and
Natural Resources NCDENR). Once the two concentration components were resolved,
they were added together to determine the ambient CO concentration for the receptor in
question and to compare to the National Ambient Air Quality Standards INAAQS).

64




A microscale air quality analysis was performed to determine future CO
concentrations resulting from the proposed highway improvements. "CAL3QHC - A
Modeling Methodology For Predicting Pollutant Concentrations Near Roadway
Intersections” was used to predict the CO concentration at the nearest sensitive receptor
to the project.

The worst-case air quality receptors were determined to be along the right of way
line at a distance of 13.5 meters (45 feet) from the proposed centerline of the roadway and
15.0 meters (50 feet) from the existing centerline. The predicted one-hour average CO
concentrations for the evaluation build years of 2005 and 2025 are 3.8 and 4.6 ppm,
respectively.

. Comparison of the predicted CO concentrations with the NAAQS maximum

permitied for 1-hour averaging period = 35 ppm; 8-hour averaging period = 9 ppm)

indicates no violation of these standards. Since the results of the worst-case 1-hour CO

analysis is less than 9 ppm, it can be concluded that the 8-hour CO level does not exceed
the standard.

b. Hydrocarbons and Nitrogen Oxides

Automobiles are regarded as sources of hydrocarbons and nitrogen oxides.
Hydrocarbons and nitrogen oxides emitted from cars are carried into the atmosphere
where they react with sunlight to form ozone and nitrogen dioxide. Automotive
emissions of HC and NO are expected to decrease in the future due to the continued
installation and maintenance of pollution control devices on new cars. However,
regarding area-wide emissions, these technological improvements maybe offset by the
increasing number of cars on the transportation facilities of the area.

The photochemical reactions that form ozone and nitrogen dioxide require several
hours to occur. For this reason, the peak levels of ozone generally occur 10 to 20
kilometers (6.2 to 12.4 miles) downwind of the source of hydrocarbon emissions. Urban
areas as a whole are regarded as sources of hydrocarbons, not individual streets and
highways. The emissions of all sources in an urban area mix together in the atmosphere,
and in the presence of sunlight, the mixture reacts to form ozone, nitrogen dioxide, and
other photochemical oxidants. The best example of this type of air pollution is the smog
that forms in Los Angeles, California.

c. Particular Matter and Sulfur Dioxide

Automobiles are not regarded as significant sources of particulate matter and sulfur
dioxide. Nationwide, highway sources account for less than 7 percent of particulate
matter emissions and less than 2 percent of sulfur dioxide emissions. Particulate matter
and sulfur dioxide emissions are predominantly the result of non-highway sources (e.g.,
industrial, commercial, and agricultural). Because emissions of particulate matter and
sulfur dioxide from automobiles are very low, there is no reason to suspect that traffic on
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the project will cause air quality standards for particulate matter and sulfur dioxide to be
exceeded.

Automobiles without catalytic converters can burn regular gasoline. The burning
of regular gasoline emits lead as a result of regular gasoline containing tetraethyl lead
which is added by refineries to increase the octane rating of the fuel. Newer cars with
catalytic converters burn unleaded gasoline eliminating lead emissions. The Clean Air
Act Amendments of 1990 make the sale, supply, or transport of leaded gasoline or lead
additives unlawful after December 31, 1995. Because of these reasons, it is not expected
that traffic on the proposed project will cause the NAAQS for Jead to be exceeded.

d. Area Attainment Status and Construction Effects

The project is located in Carteret County, which has been determined to be in
compliance with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 40 CFR Part 51 and 93 are
not applicable, because the proposed project is located in an attainment area. This project
is not anticipated to create any adverse effects on the air quality of this attainment area.

During construction of the proposed project, all materials resulting from clearing
and grubbing, demolition or other operations will be removed from the project, burned or
otherwise disposed of by the contractor. Any burning will be done in accordance with
applicable local laws and ordinances and regulations of the North Carolina SIP for air
quality in compliance with 15 NCAC 2D.0520. Care will be taken to insure that burning
will be done at the greatest practical distance from dwellings and not when atmospheric
conditions are such as to create a hazard to the public. Burning will only be performed
under constant surveillance. Also during construction, measures will be taken to reduce
the dust generated by construction when the control of dust is necessary for the protection
and comfort of motorists or area residents. This evaluation completes the assessment
requirements for air quality of the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments and the NEPA
process, and no additional reports are necessary. ' -

9. Traffic Noise

This analysis was performed to determine the project’s effect on noise levels in
the immediate project area. This investigation includes an inventory of existing noise
sensitive land uses and a field survey of ambient (existing) noise levels in the study area.
It also includes a comparison of the predicted noise levels and the ambient noise levels to
determine if traffic noise impacts can be expected resulting from the proposed project.
Traffic noise impacts are determined from the current procedures for the abatement of
highway traffic noise and construction noise, appearing as Part 772 of Title 23 of the
Code of Federal Regulations. If traffic noise impacts are predicted, examination and
evaluation of alternative noise abatement measures must be considered for reducing or
eliminating the traffic noise impacts. Additional details regarding this noise analysis are
contained in the Noise Analysis Technical Report, available from NCDOT (see additional
information in the Summary).
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a. Characteristics Of Noise

The magnitude of noise is usually described by its sound pressure. Since the
range of sound pressure varies greatly, a logarithmic scale is used to relate sound
pressures to some common reference level, usually the decibel (dB). Sound pressures
described in decibels are called sound pressure levels and are often defined in terms of
frequency weighted scales (A, B, C, or D).

The weighted-A decibel scale is used almost exclusively in vehicle noise
measurements because it places the most emphasis on the frequency range to which the
human ear is most sensitive (1,000-6,000 Hertz). Sound levels measured using a
weighted-A decibel scale are often expressed as dBA. Throughout this report, all noise
levels will be expressed in dBA's. Several examples of noise pressure levels in dBA are
listed in Appendix E, Table N1.

b. Noise Abatement Criteria

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has developed Noise Abatement
Criteria (NAC) and procedures to be used in the planning and design of highways to
determine whether highway noise levels are or are not compatible with various land uses.
These abatement criteria and procedures are set forth in the aforementioned Federal
reference (Title 23 CFR Part 772). A summary of the noise abatement criteria for various
Jand uses is presented in Appendix E, Table N2. The Leg, or equivalent sound level, is

" the level of constant sound which in a given situation and time period has the same

energy as does time varying sound. In other words, the fluctuating sound levels of traffic
noise are represented in terms of a steady noise level with the same energy content.

c. Ambient Noise Levels

Ambient noise measurements were taken in the vicinity of the project to
determine ambient (existing) noise levels for the identified land uses. The purpose of this
noise level information was to quantify the existing acoustic environment and to provide
a base for assessing the impact of noise level increases. The existing Leq noise levels
along the roadway facilities in the project area as measured at 15 meters (50 feet) ranged
from 57.3 to 70.1 dBA.

d. Procedure For Predicting Future Noise Levels

The procedure used to predict future noise levels in this study was the Noise
Bamier Cost Reduction Procedure, STAMINA 2.0 and OPTIMA (revised March 1983)
The BCR (Barrier Cost Reduction) procedure is based upon the FHWA Highway Trafﬁc
Noise Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-108). The BCR traffic noise prediction model
uses the number and type of vehicles on the planned roadway, their speeds, the physical
characteristics of the road (curves, hills, depressed, elevated, etc.), receptor location and
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height, and, if applicable, barrier type, barrier ground elevation, and barrier top elevation.

The STAMINA 2.0 computer model was utilized in order to determine the
number of land uses (by type) which would be impacted during the peak
hour of the design year 2025. A land use is considered to be impacted when exposed to
noise levels approaching or exceeding the FHWA noise abatement criteria and/or
predicted to sustain a substantial noise increase.

e. Traffic Noise Impacts And Noise Contours

Traffic noise impacts occur when the predicted traffic noise levels either: [a]
approach or exceed the FHWA noise abatement criteria (with "approach” meaning within
1 dBA of the 67 dBA criteria for category B), or [b] 15 dBA increase). The NCDOT
definition of substantial increase is shown in the lower portion of Appendix E, Table N2.
Consideration for noise abatement measures must be given to receptors that fall in either
category.

The number of receptors in each activity category for each section and.alternative
predicted to become impacted by future traffic noise is shown in Appendix E, Table N5.
These are noted in terms of those receptors expected to experience traffic noise impacts
by either approaching or exceeding the FHWA NAC or by a substantial increase in
exterior noise levels. Under Title 23 CFR Part 772, the noise impacts for each alternative
are as follows:

Alternative 1A — 27 receptors impacted
Alternative 1E — 46 receptors impacted
Alternative 2A — 28 receptors impacted
Alternative 2D — 29 receptors impacted
Alternative 2E — 52 receptors impacted

The maximum extent of the 72 and 67 dBA noise level contours of the identified
alternatives are 26.7 and 47.4 meters (88 and 155 feet), respectively, from the center of
the proposed roadway. Contour information in Table N5 shows this information by each
evaluated alternative. This information should assist local authorities in exercising land
use control over the remaining undeveloped lands adjacent to the roadway within local
jurisdiction. For example, with the proper information on noise, the local authorities can
prevent further development of incompatible activities and land uses with the predicted
noise levels of an adjacent highway. '

Appendix E, Table N6 exhibits the exterior traffic noise level increases for the
identified receptors by each alternative and/or any subsequent connector for each
roadway section. The predicted noise level increases for this project range up to +25 dBA
depending on alternative selected. When real-life noises are heard, it is possible barely to
detect noise level changes of 2-3 dBA. A 5 dBA change is more readily noticeable. A 10
dBA change is judged by most people as a doubling or a halving of the loudness of the
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sound.

f. Traffic Noise Abatement Measures

If traffic noise impacts are predicted, examination and evaluation of alternative
noise abatement measures for reducing or eliminating the noise impacts must be
considered. Consideration for noise abatement measures must be given to all impacted
receptors. Along each alternative, traffic noise impacts are anticipated.

1. Highway Alignment

‘ Highway alignment selection involves the horizontal or vertical orientation of the
proposed improvements in such a way as to minimize impacts and costs. The selection of
alternative alignments for noise abatement purposes must consider the balance between
noise impacts and other engineering and environmental parameters. For noise abatement,
horizontal alignment selection is primarily a matter of siting the roadway at a sufficient
distance from noise sensitive areas. The alignments for the construction alternatives have
been selected to minimize environmental impacts and cost; therefore, alignment revisions
strictly for noise reduction are not considered appropriate for this project.

2. Traffic System Management Measures

Traffic management measures that limit vehicle type, speed, volume and time of
operations are often effective noise abatement measures. For this project, traffic
management measures are not considered appropriate for noise abatement due to their
effect on the capacity and level-of-service on the proposed roadway.

3. Noise Barriers

Physical measures to abate anticipated traffic noise levels are ofteri applied with a
measurable degree of success by the application of solid mass, attenuable measures to
effectively diffract, absorb, and reflect highway traffic noise emissions. Solid mass,
attenuable measures may include earth berms or artificial abatement walls.

Much of the proposed project will not have control of access, meaning most
commercial establishments and residents will have direct access connections to the
proposed roadway, and most intersections will adjoin the project at grade. Some project
segments are proposed to have partial access; however, these areas do not appear to be
sufficient in length for noise walls to be a viable mitigation measure. For a noise barrier
to provide sufficient noise reduction it must be high enough and long enough to shield the
receptor from significant sections of the highway. Access openings in the barrier
severely reduce the noise reduction provided by the barrier. It then becomes
economically unreasonable to construct a barrier for a small noise reduction. Safety at
access openings (driveways, crossing streets, etc.) due to restricted sight distance is also a
concern. Furthermore, to provide a significant noise reduction, a barrier's length would
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normally be 8 times the distance from the barrier to the receptor. For example, a receptor
located 15 meters (50 feet) from the barrier would normally require a barrier 120 meters
(395 feet) long. An access opening of 12 meters (40 feet) (10 percent of the area) would
limit its noise reduction to approximately 4 dBA. Hence, this type of control of access
limits the effectiveness of the berms or noise walls as noise mitigation measures.

In addition, businesses, churches, and other related establishments located along a
particular highway normally require accessibility and high visibility. Solid mass,
attenuable measures for traffic noise abatement would tend to disallow these two
qualities, and thus, would not be acceptable abatement measures in this case.

g. "Do Nothing" Alternative

Traffic noise impacts for the "do nothing" or "no-build" alternative were also
considered. If the traffic currently using the network of roads in the project area should
double within the next twenty years, future noise levels would increase in the range of 2-3
dBA. As previously noted, it is barely possible to detect noise level changes of 2-3 dBA.
A 5 dBA change in noise levels is more readily noticed.

h. Construction Noise

The major construction elements of this project are expected to be earth removal,
hauling, grading, and paving. General construction noise impacts, such as temporary
speech interference for passers-by and those individuals living or working near the
project, can be expected particularly from paving operations and from the earth moving
equipment during grading operations. However, considering the relatively short-term
nature of construction noise and the limitation of construction to daytime hours, these
impacts are not expected to be substantial. The transmission loss characteristics of
nearby natural elements and man-made structures are believed to be sufficient to
moderate the effects of intrusive construction noise.

1. Summary

Traffic noise impacts are an unavoidable consequence of transportation projects
especially in areas where there are not traffic noise sources. All traffic noise impacts
were considered for noise mitigation. Based on these preliminary studies, traffic noise
sbatement is not recommended, and no noise abatement measures are proposed based on
this preliminary analysis. After the selection of an alternative, noise mitigation measures
could be reevaluated if changes were to occur pertaining to control of access within
extended areas of the alternative. This evaluation completes the highway traffic noise.
requirements of Title 23 CFR Part 772, and unless a major project change develops as
noted, no additional noise reports will be submitted for this project.

In accordance with NCDOT Traffic Noise Abatement Policy, the Federal/State
governments are not responsible for providing noise abatement measures for new
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development in which building permits are issued within the noise impact area of a
proposed highway after the Date of Public Knowledge. The Date of Public Knowledge
of the location of a proposed highway project will be the approval date of the final NEPA
document (FONSI or ROD), or the Design Public Hearing, whichever comes later. For
development occurring after this public knowledge date, local governing bodies are
responsible to insure that noise compatible designs are utilized along the proposed
facility.

10. Geodetic Markers

The project may impact two geodetic survey markers. The N.C. Geodetic Survey
will be contacted prior to construction regarding the Jocation of survey markers.
Intentional destruction of a geodetic monument is a violation of N.C. General
Statute 102-4.

11. Hazardous Materials

A Geo-Environmental Impact Study was conducted to identify properties within
the project area that may contain hazardous materials and result in future environmental
liability if acquired. The hazards may include, but are not limited to underground storage
tanks (UST’s), hazardous waste sites, regulated landfills, and unregulated dump sites.

Based on a field reconnaissance survey and a file search of appropriate
environmental agencies, 11 facilities were identified in the sale of petroleum products. A

brief description of these sites is as follows:

Subway/ Amoco Food Shop

This facility is located in the western quadrant of the intersection of US 70 (Cedar
Street) and Moore Street. Four UST’s are located approximately 12.5 meters (41 feet)
from the edge of pavement of Cedar Street.

Tavenier’s

This facility is located in the western quadrant of Cedar Street and Orange Street.
It is not known if UST’s exist on this property.

Texaco Foodmart

This facility is located in the northern quadrant of Cedar Street and Orange Street.
Five UST’s were located near the edge of pavement of Orange Street.
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Big Daddy Wesley’s Bait and Tackle

This facility is located in the northern quadrant of Cedar Street and Turner Street.
The facility has evidence of tank removal, and no tanks were noticed on the site at the
time of the visit.

Amoco Food Shop

This facility is located in the northern quadrant of Cedar Street and Live Oak
Street. Four UST’s were identified on the site, and the closest tank is approximately 2.5
meters (8 feet) from the edge of pavement of Cedar Street.

Gant Food Mart

This facility is located in the southern quadrant of Live Oak Street and Fairview
Road. Six UST’s were identified on the site, and the closest tank is approximately 30.8
meters (101 feet) from the edge of pavement of Live Oak Street.

The Pantry (Amoco)

This facility is located in the northern quadrant of Live Oak Street and NC 101.
Three UST’s were identified approximately 18.3 meters (60 feet) from the edge of
o pavement of NC 101.

Movie House Video/ Laundromat

This facility is located in the southern quadrant of the intersection of Live Oak
Street and Steele Point Road. Three vent pipes indicate the possibility of three UST’s on
site.

Rose Seafood Company

This facility is located in the southern quadrant of Live Oak Street and Campen
Street. The site appears to be under remediation as evidenced by several ground water
monitoring wells. The former pump island was identified, but no UST’s were identified.

Trade Mart
This facility is located in the eastern quadrant of Live Oak Street and Wellons
Road. Four UST’s were identified approximately 22.6 meters (74 feet) from the edge of

pavement of Live Oak Street.

Moe’s Bug Shop

This facility is located in the southern quadrant of Live Oak Street and Bertram
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Road. There is evidence of a UST removal and an old pump island on site.

No regulated or unregulated landfills or dumpsites exist within the project limits.
No other hazardous materials sites are known to exist.
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VII. COMMENTS AND COORDINATION

A. Comments Received

The following federal, state, and local agencies were consulted during the
preparation of this environmental assessment. Written comments were received from
agencies noted with an asterisk (¥).

U.S. Ammy Corps of Engineers

U.S. Coast Guard

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

State Clearinghouse

N.C. Department of Cultural Resources
N.C. Department of Environment and Natural Resources
N.C. Department of Public Instruction
Region P Planning Agency

Carteret County Commissioners

* Carteret County Transportation Committee
* Town of Beaufort

L I S . A

These comments and related issues, included in Appendix C, have been addressed
in this document.

B. NEPA/ Section 404 Merger Process Coordination

September 30, 1998

In correspondence dated September 30, 1998, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
concurred with the Purpose and Need (Concurrence Point 1) and the initial project
Alternatives (Concurrence Point 2) (see Appendix D).

March 16, 1999

The first Project Team Meeting was held to review new alternatives and
determine which alternatives to carry forward in the environmental document. The
meeting participants agreed to eliminate the following alternatives from further
consideration: -

o Alternatives 1C and 2C place this major highway on West Beaufort Road, a
residential street with a 35 mph speed limit. This would be disruptive to residents
along West Beaufort Road and to businesses near NC 101 and US 70.

e Alternative 3B requires construction on new location within the Beaufort Historic
District, a Section 4(f) resource. It disrupts businesses along the shoreline of
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Gallants Channel and places one-way traffic from this major highway onto Pine
Street, a residential street within a minority community.

e The Turner Street Connector widens the existing road within a portion of the
Beaufort Historic District and relocates adjacent residences. This connector does
not provide a desirable angle at the intersection with the Alternative 1 alignments.

A new idea was discussed for maintaining access to Downtown Beaufort using the
existing drawbridge instead of building a new connector along Queen or Pollock Street.
If the drawbridge were to remain in place, delays and backups would continue to occur,
affecting the traffic flow along the new facility. Bridge maintenance costs for the
drawbridge would be ongoing. Also, to maintain two-way traffic on the drawbridge, an
intersection is needed with the new facility, requiring more construction in the estuarine
areas near the Radio Island Causeway. Meeting participants rejected this idea since it
does not meet the purpose and need of the project.

The Fish and Wildlife Service was concerned that Alternatives 2A and 2B are
located in an estuarine area near Radio Island that could potentially provide habitat for
the federally listed Piping Plover and Seabeach amaranth species. The DENR Division of
Marine Fisheries is concerned about this area because of open Shellfishing waters.
Resource agency representatives commented these alternatives should not extend any
further into the sensitive waters.

Concermns were expressed about the impacts associated with Alternatives 1A, 1B,
and 3A. The team members reviewed the potential impacts and decided to keep these
alternatives in the project study. Several team members did not attend the meeting, so the
Army Corps of Engineers agreed to coordinate with the other agency representatives and
provide written concurrence on the alternatives to be carried forward in the environmental
document.

September 27, 1999

In correspondence dated September 27, 1999, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
concurred with the carrying the following alternatives forward in the environmental
document (Concurrence Point 2): '

o Alternatives 1A &1B

e Alternatives 2A & 2B

e Alternative 3A

e Queen Street Connector

e Pollock Street Connector

e Two-lane, One-Way Traffic Configuration (to be addressed in the Transportation
System Management Section of the environmental document)
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March 16, 2000 and June 15,2000

Project Team Meetings were held on March 16 and June 15, 2000 to discuss
proposed revisions to the alternatives to carry forward (Concurrence Point 2). NCDOT
proposed to replace the Queen Street and Pollock Street Connectors with a Connector
using existing Turner Street for several reasons:

e The Queen and Pollock Street Connectors involve substantial community impacts,
and residents have expressed strong opposition to these connectors.

* Queen and Pollock Street Connectors cross salt-marsh wetlands on new location
in the vicinity of Town Creek.

o Turmn lane 1mprovements on Turner Street can be contained within the existing 66-
foot right of way in the Beaufort Historic District.

The Project Team agreed with using Turner Street instead of Queen or Pollock Street.
The existing culvert and portions of the Turner Street causeway will be replaced by a
bridge to improve connectivity between Gallants Channel and the salt-marsh wetlands.
The bridge length will be discussed in more detail after an alternative is selected.

Alternatives 1A — 1E intersect with West Beaufort Road (SR 1170) and not with
Tumner Street. These alternatives would access downtown Beaufort using part of West
Beaufort Road and Turner Street. Appropriate upgrades to West Beaufort Road should
be included for these alternatives. The Alternative 1 alignments should also provide a
connection to NC 101 using West Beaufort Road.

Impacts for the Alternative 1 Alignments were reviewed to determine if these could
be eliminated from further consideration. The Project Team agreed to keep these
alternatives in the project study since the costs and environmental impacts have not been
completely evaluated for all the alternatives.

NCDOT proposes new northern alternatives (Alternatives 1D, 1E, 2D & 2E) near
NC 101 to avoid or reduce impacts to the proposed Carteret County School Expansion
Site. At the request of several meeting participants, the Project Team agreed Alternatives
1E and 2E should be shifted further away to have less of an impact on the school
expansion site.

Several team members were concerned about how the new alternatives would be
affected by the proposed airport runway expansion and the unfunded future NC 101
Relocation (Project R-3624). The Project Team agreed these new alternatives should
include provisions to connect with a future NC 101 relocation and should meet aviation
requirements for the runway expansion area.
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March 14, 2001

On March 14, 2001, a Merger Team Meeting was held for the subject project at
the NCDOT Century Center in Raleigh. The meeting was held to discuss and reach
concurrence on the alternatives to be studied in detail (Concurrence Point 2).

e The Queen Street and Pollock Street Connectors have been replaced with a
three-lane connector using Existing Turner Street/ West Beaufort Road. A
bridge is proposed to replace the existing culvert.

e New northern alternatives (Alternatives 1 D, 1 E, 2D & 2E) near NC 101 were
added to avoid or reduce impacts to the proposed Carteret County School
Expansion Site. Alternatives 1 E and 2E were shifted slightly northward to have
as little impact as possible on the school expansion site.

o All the project alternatives have been reviewed with NCDOT's Division of
Aviation. These alternatives meet FAA vertical clearance requirements at the
runway approaches.

The Beaufort Morehead City Airport Master Plan calls for a future extension of
Runway 26 to a length of 5500 feet. This runway extension will require NC 101 to be
relocated with the future (unfunded) TIP Project R-3624. Two possible corridors for the
NC 101 relocation were provided to the team members.

Several meeting participants asked that the concurrence form package clarify the & |
proposed bridge types for Alternatives 2A, 2B, 2D, 2E, and 3A. In addition, the package i
should specify that the Turner Street/ West Beaufort Road connector includes three-lane
improvements and a bridge spanning the Town Creek wetlands.

A representatlve from the Division of Coastal Management would not favor
additional fill in the marsh along Turner Street.

The Team Members concurred with the alternatives to be studied in detail
(Concurrence Point 2). The approved concurrence form is included in Appendix D.

January 15, 2004

On January 15,2004, a Merger Team Meeting was held for the subject project at
the NCDOT Highway Building in Raleigh. The meeting was held to give a status update
for the project since so much time had elapsed since the last meeting. In addition, the
team met to reduce the number of viable alternatives based on the newest data.
Remaining alternatives would be carried forward in the merger process. The following
was noted:

o The project’s north limit was changed to Olga Road.

77



e The agencies asked NCDOT to refine the P&N to include benefits to both boat and
auto traffic.

e The Merger Team agreed Alternative 3A should be eliminated based on:

1. Taking property from the historic district, a Section 4f protected property

2. Lower functionality than the other alternatives, due to numerous intersections and
five-lane section

3. Alternative 3A would require other upgrades sooner, i.e., a bypass in the future

4. Ttis not as safe as the others, due to the 90 degree turn in the downtown area
(trucks)

5. There is no control of access, whereas the others will have full control except at
intersections

e The agencies asked for more information on Envixomnenfal Justice to address a
neighborhood that Alternatives 14, 1B, 1D, 1E would affect.

e DCM noted that 1E, 2E would tie back into US 70 near the point where 2 schools, a
shopping center, and the Post Office all have driveways. This is a high delay area
when parents are dropping off or picking up children.

e The team agreed to eliminate Alternatives 1B, 2B, and 1D based on the following:
1. Alternative 1B, 2B — high impacts to the school property
2. Alternative 1D — high relocatees

o The remaining alternatives 1A, 1E, 2A, 2D and 2E will be shown at the public
hearing. However, the team will receive information to compare remaining
alternatives and review updated information as needed. At the next meeting, the
team will discuss the following: '

Environmental justice

CAMA wetlands

Wetland sites N, O

Bridging commitments

Remaining alternatives

N

C. Other Agency Coordination Meetings . -

January 26, 1999 Meeting with Local Agencies

On January 26, 1999, a meeting was held at the N.C. Maritime Museum in
Beaufort to discuss new alternatives for the project. Representatives from the Town of
Beaufort, the Maritime Museum, the Beaufort - Morehead City Airport, Town Creek
Marina, FHWA, and NCDOT attended the meeting. Much of the discussion focused on
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potential impacts to the Museum site, the marina, the airport, and the West Beaufort Road
community.

Museumn representatives expressed concern about the new route that affects the
Maritime Museum site on West Beaufort Road (Alternatives 2A and 2B). They are
concerned about the traffic noise and visual impacts of a high-rise bridge so close to the
proposed maritime village exhibit. These alternatives would disturb an existing
conservation lab and would require a redesign of the site plan. Museum officials also
indicated this site may be of historical importance for its salt pans used during the
Revolutionary War.

Beaufort-Morehead City Airport representatives supported the proposed

" alternatives but mentioned several concerns about Alternatives 2A and 2B. These
alternatives would displace aircraft from private hangars outside the airport property.
Funding and space to reconstruct these hangars on the airport property is limited.
Alternatives 2A and 2B may shorten one of the runways if the alternatives are closer than
or at a higher elevation than existing West Beaufort Road. However, this would not
likely be a major issue if Runway 08-26 were extended in the future.

A representative from Town Creek Marina was concerned about the impact of
Alternatives 2A and 2B on the marina's dry dock storage building. This building holds .
40 to 50 boats and is a major source of revenue for the marina. The marina would want o
this building to remain in place or to be moved back from the proposed highway. The
marina representative also requested suitable access to be maintained to this property.

Representatives from the Town of Beaufort supported Alternatives 2A and 2B to i
provide a shorter high-rise bridge, resulting in potentially lower costs. These alternatives G
would also minimize impacts to residences in the West Beaufort Road community.

A suggestion was made to consider an alternative around the north side of the
museum property, crossing two of the airport runways, and connecting with the
alternatives east of NC 101. The airport representatives were not opposed to this
suggestion if: (1) the impacted runways remained at least 3000 feet long, (2) the third
runway was extended to 6000 feet, and (3) NC 101 was relocated to accommodate the
runway extension. Because this idea would require a substantially longer high-rise
bridge, would cross a larger area of sensitive marshlands, and would involve costly
impacts to the airport, meeting participants did not believe this idea would be a
reasonable alternative. . &

NCDOT representatives agreed to prepare more detailed preliminary designs for
Alternatives 2A and 2B to assist the museum and marina representatives in commenting
on the project’s impact to these properties.

November 22, 1999 Meeting Regarding the N.C. Maritime Museum
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On November 22, 1999, a meeting was held to discuss ideas for minimizing
impacts to the N.C. Maritime Museum property along Gallants Channel. Representatives
from the Department of Cultural Resources, N.C. Maritime Museum, Greensboro News
and Record, FHWA, and NCDOT and the attended the meeting.

The northernmost project alternatives (Alternatives 2A and 2B) cross a corner of
the property which is to be the future site of the N.C. Maritime Museum. Maritime
Museum officials expressed the following concerns about these alternatives:

e 600 feet of deep-water frontage would be eliminated.

e An interim conservation lab and Junior Sailing facilities would be relocated.
o The site plan would be interrupted.

e A high-rise is not appropriate for the serene park-like setting.

e Access to the busy US 70 is unacceptable.

o Tall ships (taller that 65 feet) could not dock at the Museum property.

NCDOT representatives offered the following measures as possible options for
minimizing the impact of Alternatives 2A and 2B on the Museum site (if either of these
alternatives is selected):

e Assist the Museum in purchasing adjacent waterfront property north of the site.
o Compensate the Museum for costs associated with rotating the site plan.

e Work with the Museum’s Architect to develop visual enhancements along the
bridge, roadway, and Museum entrance. ‘

e Investigate a Jower bridge clearance with the Coast Guard (45 feet) to reduce
visual impacts.

e Explore possible locations that may allow the Museum to host tall ships near the °
property.

Maritime Museum representatives have considered purchasing the adjacent 10.7-
acre waterfront property owned by the Aqua 10 company. If this additional property
were acquired, the Museum could rotate its site plan (approximately 14 degrees
clockwise), leaving a buffer between Alternatives 2A and 2B and the Museum site.
Maritime Museum and Cultural Resources representatives are willing to support ,
Alternatives 2A and 2B if these measures are considered for the project. After selecting a
preferred alternative, NCDOT will coordinate with the Museum’s Architect in developing
the visual enhancements and accommodating the tall ships.

Meeting participants discussed several other issues that should be considered
during the project’s development. The Museum’s Recreational trails, to be funded using
the Natural Heritage Trust, are proposed on a portion of the museum property. The land
for these trails is now under the State’s ownership instead of the Friends of the N.C.
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Maritime Museum. A new building is to be constructed on the Museum property beside
the existing conservation lab. This will most likely be a metal building that can be
moved if Alternative 2A or 2B is selected for the project. Future traffic noise impacts to
the Museum should be considered with Alternatives 2A and 2B. If warranted in the
future, a traffic signal may be considered at the entrance to the Museum property.

D. Public Involvement

1. Citizens’ Informational Workshops

July 23, 1998 Workshop

On July 23, 1998, a Citizens’ Informational Workshop was held for the project at
‘Beaufort Middle School. Approximately 200 people attended the workshop, including
representatives from the Town of Beaufort, Carteret County, FHWA, and NCDOT.
Representatives from NCDOT discussed the proposed improvements with citizens and
received verbal and written comments concerning the project. The Beaufort Gam, the
Carteret County News Times, and The Daily News in Jacksonville provided media
coverage for the event.

NCDOT representatives discussed the proposed improvements with area citizens
and received verbal and written comments. Sixty-five comment sheets or letters were
received. These comments are summarized below.

A number of workshop participants supported a new location route along
Alternatives 1A, 1B, 1C, or 1D instead of widening existing Cedar or Pine Streets
through town. To these people, using a route on new location on the north side of town
would be more beneficial to the town for the following reasons: ‘ '

o It provides a limited access corridor with improved safety and travel speeds.
e It allows for future growth.

e It seems to have the highest poten‘da] to tie in with long range plans for NC 101 in

routing truck traffic to the N.C. Port.
e It seems to have the least amount of disturbance to the downtown area.

e It would relieve congestion on Live Oak Street, especially near Beaufort
Elementary School.

Those who commented on the connectors favored the Turner Street Connector in
maintaining access to the waterfront, the courthouse, and the historic district. These
believed the Queen Street Connector could result in more pedestrian/car accidents since it
is in a more densely developed residential area.

Although many of the responses were in favor of Alternatives 1A through 1D,
several were opposed to the new location routes. Those in opposition believed the new
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location alternatives would be more expensive than improving existing roads. One
person indicated the new location alternatives would split his family farm.

There were no responses in support of widening West Beaufort Road and Live
Oak Street with Alternatives 2A and 2B. One person was opposed to these alternatives.
This person believed Alternatives 2A and 2B would route traffic through developed areas
and would not address the need for improving the traffic flow.

A number of people supported widening Cedar or Pine Streets and Live Oak
Street in downtown Beaufort with Alternatives 3A and 3B. These participants favored
improving the existing roads since there would be less new construction, no effect on the
airport, and minimal environmental impacts.

Some people favored retaining and widening the existing drawbridge. Others
believed the drawbridge should be permanently shut, requiring large boats to use the
existing high-rise bridge over the Intracoastal Waterway. Some also suggested replacing
the drawbridge with a lower 9 meter (30-foot) fixed span bridge. These citizens were
concerned about visual impacts on Beaufort as well as minimizing the disruption to
environmental resources and adjacent properties. Others were in support of building a
new high-rise bridge beside the existing drawbndge and having restricted times for the
drawbridge to open.

Several people did not support widening Cedar Street, Pine Street, or Live Oak
Street. They gave the following reasons for not favoring these alternatives:

e These would not provide long-term solutions.

e Traffic Noise would increase in the most developed parts of town.

e Many residential properties would be impacted.

e There would be many driveway conflicts.

e Traffic congestion would increase in the downtown area, particularly near the
courthouse and Beaufort Elementary School.

Others suggested routing the project through the airport. These individuals are
opposed to the airport being so close to town and would prefer the airport to be relocated
instead of community residents. They believe the airport is mainly used for local planes
or for people with second homes in Beaufort. These individuals are opposed to the
airport’s future expansion plans, and they do not believe this small seaport village should
support large aircraft.

Other people offered other alternatives or suggestions for the project. These are
described as follows:

e The bridge should connect with West Beaufort Road west of the airport, extend
along the perimeter of the airport to minimize disruptions to residences, and
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connect with the Alternative 1 alignments near NC 101.

e The bridge should extend from the middle of Radio Island to west of the property
recently purchased by the North Carolina Maritime Museum. This alternative
would benefit local tourism by enabling tall ships to be docked at the Maritime
Museum property.

e A tunnel should be built south of the existing bridge. This would involve a small
number of reJocations. A future two lane tunnel could be placed north of the first
tunnel, if necessary. There would be less public resistance for a tunnel because
Beaufort would not be bypassed.

o The proposed bridge should be designed to accommodate bikes. Many locals
would benefit from being able to ride their bikes to the natural areas along Radio
Island. The present bridge does not meet the needs of bicyclists.

Several participants were opposed to the project. These do not consider the
drawbridge to be inconvenient for motorists. They suggested routing boating traffic
along the Intracoastal Waterway or limiting the drawbridge opening times so that bridge
would not open during the morning, noon, or evening rush hours. One person did not
believe it was justified to build a new high-rise bridge 1.5 miles from an existing high-
rise. Another commented that it doesn’t cost $42 million to get a workable solution in
Beaufort.

November 29, 1999 Workshop

On November 29, 1999, a second Citizens’ Informational Workshop was held at
Beaufort Middle School. Approximately 200 people attended the workshop to discuss
the proposed improvements and provide verbal and written comments concerning the
project. Thirty-four comment sheets or letters were received. These comments are
summarized below.

A number of participants expressed support for Alternatives 14, 1B, 2A, or 2B. )
To these people, using a route on new location on the north side of town would be more
beneficial to the town for the following reasons:

e The bridge is farther north to reduce congestion in the downtown area.

o These alternatives minimize impacts to minority community.

s They potentially increase the ability to carry more traffic with two routes.
e These alternatives provide a 65° bridge height to support boating tourism.

e The routes should bypass Beaufort as much as possible and provide limited
access.

A number of people were concerned about how Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2A, or 2B
would affect the community. Many participants were opposed to the Queen and Pollock
Street Connectors because they would disrupt residents, playgrounds, the Boys and Girls
Club, and a church within the black community. These were concerned about increased
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congestion, noise, and a wider road dividing the neighborhood. Several others suggested
allowing Tumner Street, West Beaufort Road, and NC 101 to access the downtown area.
Other ideas were suggested with Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2A, or 2B. These are listed below.

o These alternatives should be shifted north of the Carteret County Home to have
the least effect on the proposed school expansion site.

e A highway beside the airport seems dangerous.

e A traffic light should be included at Tumner St. with an access road to the Marina
and to the Maritime Museum.

e The Maritime museum should be protected or compensated to purchase new land.
o Use the existing Drawbridge instead of the connectors to maintain in-town traffic.

A number of participants were opposed to the project. Some believe the proposed
new lanes would further increase the current congestion in Beaufort. Others suggested
welding the drawbridge shut and requiring boats to use the Morehead City high-rise
bridge. A few people believe a new four-lane bridge over Gallants Channel would
increase congestion and accidents at the two-lane Morehead City high-rise bridge.
Another person stated the current project is too expensive.

Many other ideas were suggested for the project. These are listed below.

o The existing drawbridge should open once an hour during the morning and
evening peak hours.

e A 45-foot bridge clearance should be considered.
o Alternatives 2A and 2B should end at NC101.
e A tunnel should be considered along Alternative 2A.

o Alternative 3A should allow Orange and Moore Street traffic to pass underneath
the bridge.

o A double-decker bridge should be considered along Alternative 3A with one level
for Beaufort and one level for US 70 east of Beaufort.

o A five-lane high-rise over the existing drawbridge should be examined, allowing
turns at Pollock and Turner Streets.

e A new route should be considered through the airport that would disrupt fewer
homes and businesses and avoid the Maritime Museum property.

e A new route should be considered to connect US 70 in Beaufort with Harkers
Island.

e A new bridge from Harkers Island to Cedar Island should be considered.

September 14, 2000 Workshop

On September 14, 2000, a Citizens’ Informational Workshop was held for the
proposed project at the Beaufort Depot Building. Approximately 115 people attended
the workshop, including representatives from NCDOT, Carteret County, and the Town

84



of Beaufort. NCDOT representatives discussed the proposed improvements with area
citizens and received verbal and written comments. Forty-two comment sheets or letters
were received and are summarized below.

A few participants supported Alternatives 1A or 1D which would reduce
downtown traffic, extend improvements to Shell Landing Road, avoid the Maritime
Museum property, or avoid the Carteret County Schools expansion site. Several people .
supported Alternatives 2A, 2B, 2D, or 2E to reduce downtown traffic, allow the town to
grow eastward, provide a simpler high-rise bridge, or have less visual impact to the town.
An access road was suggested near Copeland Road and NC 101 for a better connection to
the east side of town. Others expressed support for Alternatives 1D, 1E, 2D or 2E as a -
second choice if Alternative 3A is not selected. ‘

Some participants suggested keeping a bridge along Cedar Street to maintain a
US 70 Business route in addition to a route on new location. This could improve access
to the downtown area and eliminate the need for a Turner Street Connector. A two-lane,
high-rise bridge on Cedar Street was also requested along with a three-lane or five-lane
bypass using Alternatives 2A, 2B, 2D or 2E. Others supported either a drawbridge or a
high-rise along Cedar Street.

Alternative 3A also gained some support by including a mid-level drawbridge
with 30 feet of clearance. This alternative would reduce costs and environmental
impacts, allow vessels higher than 65 feet to continue using the channel, and preserve
Beaufort’s small town image. Support was also noted to keep the existing drawbridge as
it is or provide Alternative 3A as a second choice. Some did not agree with widening
Cedar Street from four-lanes to five-lanes with this alternative. '

Other alternatives or suggestions include the following:

e A bridge that fits the historic and maritime setting;
e A tunnel to prevent bridge cost overruns;
e A new route to connect with NC 101 two miles north of Beaufort;

e A new route from North River to NC 101 and from NC 101 to Havelock to bypass
Beaufort, Morehead City, and Newport; ‘

e A new route through the airport, relocating the airport six or eight miles north of
Beaufort;

e A US 70 Bypass down Bridges Street in Morehead City for quicker travel to the
Port;

e Interchanges at major road connections;
e A park at the existing drawbridge; and
e A bike path between Beaufort and Pivers Island Road.
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Other participants were opposed to the project. Some believe the existing
drawbridge should remain in place and be closed to boating traffic. Another favored
opening the drawbridge only for tall ships. Others believe the project would mostly
benefit the port while having a negative impact on the environment and the residents of
Beaufort. Concerns were also expressed that the project may worsen the flow of traffic
around Beaufort by creating bottlenecks at the two-lane Newport River Bridge and on the
two-lane part of US 70 east of Shell Landing Road. Support was indicated for four-lane
improvements on NC 101 along with replacing the drawbridge at the end of its life with a
low-rise, four-lane fixed bridge. Another comment noted the project is not necessary.

All comments were considered during the Environmental Assessment preparation.

2. Public Hearing

A public hearing will be held concerning this project following the circulation of
this document. This public hearing will provide more detailed information to the public
about the proposed improvements. The public will be invited to make additional
comments or voice concerns regarding the proposed project.
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N kW WAl U RN REPOKTY

North Carolina Department of Transportation
AREA RELOCATION OFFICE

E.s. [_]cormmoor [ ] pesian

PROJECT: | 8.1162501 COUNTY Carteret Alternate 1E of 11 Alternate
1.0. NO.: | R-3307 F.A. PROJECT | STPNHF-70 (43)
DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: | US 70 from Four Lanes at Radio Island to North of Pinners Point Road
| (SR 1303) .
ESTIMATED DISPLACEES " INCOME LEVEL .
Type of ’
Displacees Owners | Tenants Total Minorities 0-15M 15-25M 25-35M 35-50M 50 UP
Residential 49 10 59 12 -- 10 31 18 --
Businesses . 4 0 4 0 VALUE OF DWELLING DSS DWELLING AVAILABLE
Farms Owners Tenants For Sale For Rent
Non-Profit 1 0 o1 Of  O2m| .. —§.$0150.{ .. 0-20m - [ $0150 -
‘ ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS 20-40m 5§ 150250 | 10| 20-40m 5 I 150-250 -
Yes No | Explain all "YES" answers. 40-70m 20 i| 250400 - 40-70M 23 § 250-400
X | 1. Wil special relocation services be necessary? 70-100m 15 || 400-600 ~- | 70-100m 31 || 400-600
X 2. Will schools or churches be affect by 100 up g 600uP - | 100uP | 147} 600uP
displacement? TOTAL | 49 10 206
X | 3. Wil business services still be available after REMARKS (Respond by Number)
: project? - All residential displacees are counted as families.
X 4. Wil any business be displaced? If so, 2. Hero 248 F.A.M. Masonic Lodge — medium ~ 75 members
indicate size, type, estimated number of 3. There is an ample supply of business sites available in the
employees, minorities, etc. area. .
X | 5. Wil relocation cause a housing shortage? 4. a) T. D. Eure Marine Construction — small — 25 employees
X 6. Source for available housing (list). b) Homer Smith Seafood — medium — 50 employees
X | 7. Wil additional housing programs be needed? ‘ ¢) Omar Sailmakers- small — 10 employees
X 8. Should Last Resort Housing be considered? d) Laughton’s Garage, Inc. — small — 10 employees
X | 9 Are there large, disabled, eiderly, etc. 6 & 14. MLS, newspaper, individuals
families? 8. As mandated by State Law
X |10. Wil public housing be needed for project? 11. Canrteret County
X 11. |s public housing available? 12. Or built if necessary
X 12. Is it felt there will be adequate DSS housing
housing available during relocation period?
X |13. Will there be a problem of housing within
financial means?
X 14. Are suitable business sites avai!ablé {list
_ source). I
? X 15. Number months estimated to complete
% RELOCATION? | 18 Months [ l
T 4o N, -
y - i I O S/
G. Alton Glover 04/25/01 RN N N e, S/vles
: Relocation Agent Date s Approved by ° /__/Date
~ Form 15.4 Revised 02/95 d Original & 1 Copy:  State Relocation Agent

2Copy Area Relocation Office
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[x] ELS. [] cormor [ ] pesian

North Carolina Department of Transportation
AREA RELOCATION OFFICE

& PROJECT: | 8.1162501 COUNTY Carteret Alternate 1A of 11 Alternate
a R-3307 F.A. PROJECT | STPNHF-70 (43)
_DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: | US 70 from Four Lanes at Radio Island to North of Pinners Point Road
| (SR 1303)
‘,l ESTIMATED D!SPLACEES " INCOME LEVEL
A Type of ~ |
Displacees | Owners | Tenanrts Total Minorities 0-15M 15-25M 25-35M 35-50M 50 UP
20 17 37 6 -- 17 18 2 --
3 0 3 0 VALUE OF DWELLING DSS DWELLING AVAILABLE
: Owners Tenants For Sale For Rent
1. 0 1) 0§ O20m}- 4§ $SO-150} . . 0-20M -~ f $0-150 -
ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS 20-40m — || 150-250 | 10| 20-40m 5 | 150-280

Explain all "YES" answers. 40-70M — |i 250-400 7§ 40-70m 23 | 250-400 9

1. Will special relocation services be necessary? 70-100M 20 || 400-600 - | 70-100M 31 | 400-600 16

2. 'Will schools or churches be affect by 100 upP - 600 uP - 100 uP 147 600 upP 47
displacement? TOTAL | 20 17 206 72

3. Will business services still be available after REMARKS (Respond by Number203
project? .- All residential displacees are counted as families.

4. Wil any business be displaced? !f so, 2. Hero 248 F.A.M. Masonic Lodge — medium - 75 members
indicate size, type, estimated number of 3. There is an ample supply of business sites available in the
employees, minorities, etc. area.

5. Will relocation cause a housing shortage? 4. a) T.D. Eure Marine Construction — small - 25 employees

6. Source for available housing (list). b) Homer Smith Seafood — medium - 50 employees

7. Will additional housing programs be needed? ¢) Omar Sailmakers— smali — 10 employees

8. Should Last Resort Housing be considered? 6 & 14. MLS, newspaper, individuals

9. Are there large, disabled, elderly, etc. 8. As mandated by State Law
families? 11. Carteret County

10. Wil public housing be needed for project? 12. Or built if necessary

11. Is public housing available?

12. s it felt there will be adequate DSS housing
hou:sing available during relocation period?

X {13. Wil there be a problem of housing within
financial means?

14, Are suitable business sites available (list
source).

15. Number months estimated to complete
RELOCATION? | 18 Months r
. 4] = .
G. Altor Glover 04/25/01 - /.O,(/((Z_y —-r/C/A?/
Relocation Agent Date o Approved by /__Pate
7 orm 15.4 Revised 02/95 d Original & 1 Copy:  State Relocation Agent

2Copy Area Relocation Office




| NELVUCATION REPORT I
ers. [_]commoor [ ] oesien

North Carolina Department of Transportation -
AREA RELOCATION OFFICE

PROJECT: | 8.1162501 COUNTY Caneret Alternate 2B of 11 Alternate '
1.D. NO.: | R-3307 F.A. PROJECT | STPNHF-70 (43)
DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: | US 70 from Four Lanes at Radio Island to North of Pinners Point Road
(SR 1303)
ESTIMATED DISPLACEES INCOME LEVEL
Type of -
Displacees Owners | Tenants Total Minorities 0-15M 15-25M 25-35M 35-50M 50 UP
Residential 15 3 18 2 - 3 15 --
Businesses 3 0 3 0 VALUE OF DWELLING DSS DWELLING AVAILABLE
Farms : Owners Tenants For Sale For Rent §+ .
Non-Profit _ 0-20m-)-- .. [ so1s0] 0-20M -~ | $0-150 -l
: ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS 2040M | - || 150-250 3 | 20-40m 5 j 150-250 =1
Yes I No | Explain 2ll "YES" answers, 40-70M | 10 || 250-400 - | 40-70m 23 | 250-400 9}
X | 1. Wil special relocation services be necessary? 70-100M 5 || 400-600 - | 70-100m 31 j 400-600
X | 2. Will schools or churches be affect by 100up | .|| 600UP = | 00up | 447 60OuP
displacement? TOTAL | 15 3 206 '
X [ 3. Will business services still be available after REMARKS (Respond by Number)
‘ project? - AII residential displacees are counted as families.
X 4. Will any business be displaced? If so, 3. There is an ample supply of business sites available in the |
indicate size, type, estimated number of - area.
employees, minorities, etc. 4. a) T.D. Eure Marine Construction — small — 25 employees
X | 5. Will relocation cause a housing shortage? b) The Handlebar - small - 5 employees
X 6. Source for available housing (list). c) One Cut Above - small - 5 employees
X | 7. Will additional housing programs be needed? 6 & 14. MLS, newspaper, individuals
X 8. Should Last Resort Housing be considered? 8. As mandated by State Law
§ X | 8 Are there large, disabled, elderly, etc. 11. Carteret County
| families? 12. Or built if necessary
X ]10. Will public housihg be needed for project?
: X 11. Is public housing avaiiabie?
, X 12, Isit felt there will be adequate DSS housing
housing availabie during relocation period?
X 113. Will there be a problem of housing within
financial means? ,
Ty 14.  Are suitable business sites available (list g
source).
X 15. Number months estimated to complete
RELOCATION? | 15 Months [
Gy 4<4. N
o | Ay <)y
G. Alton Glover 04/25/01 L e S/ Y/0/
Relocation Agent Date ' Approved by 4 ‘Date

Form 15.4 Revised 02/95 d Original & 1 Copy:  State Relocation Agent
) 2Copy Area Relocation Office
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North Carolina Department of Transportation

AREA RELOCATION OFFICE

|
sPROJECT.:

8.1162501

COUNTY Carteret

Alternate

1D of

11

Alternate

~L1.D. NO.:

R-3307

F.A. PROJECT | STPNHF-70 (43)

i DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT:

US 70 from Four Lanes at Radio Island to North of Pinners Point Road

(SR 1303)
Ng ESTIMATED DISPLACEES INCOME LEVEL
A Type of
- Displacees | Owners | Tenants Total Minorities 0-15M 15-25M 25-35M 35-50M 50 UP
“- *Residential 43 10 53 12 - 10 25 18 --
.Businesses 4 0 4 0 VALUE OF DWELLING DSS DWELLING AVAILABLE

1 Farms : Owners Tenants For Sale For Rent
"“ﬁNon-Proﬁt 11 . ol . 1.1 . oF o20m). | SO150 ). - 0-20M -~ § $0-150 -
i 'ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS 2040M | || 150250 | 10 | 20-40M 5 | 150-250 -
.j’;"Yes No | Explain all "YES" answers. 40-70M | 18 k 250-400 -1 40-70% 23 § 250400 S
b X | 1. Wil special relocation services be necessary? 70-100Mm 25 | 400-600 - | 70-100Mm 31 { 400600 16
s 2. 'Will schools or churches be affect by 100 uP -~ | 600uwP —~ | 100up| 147} 600uwP 47

displacement? ‘ TOTAL | 43 10 206 | 72

3. Wil business services still be available after REMARKS (Respond by Number)
project? All residential displacees are counted as families.

4. Will any business be displaced? If so, 2. Hero 248 F.A.M. Masonic Lodge — medium — 75 members
indicate size, type, estimated number of 3. There is an ample supply of business sites available in the
employees, minorities, etc. area.

5. Will relocation cause a housing shortage? 4. a) T.D. Eure Marine Construction — small — 25 employees

6. Source for available housing (list). b) Homer Smith Seafood — medium - 50 employees

7. Will additional housing programs be needed? c) Omar Sailmakers— small — 10 employees

8. Should Last Resort Housing be considered? d) Laughton's Garage, inc. — small — 10 employees

9. Are there large, disabled, elderly, etc. 6 & 14. MLS, newspaper, individuals
families? 8. As mandated by State Law

10.  Will public housing be needed for project? 11. Carteret County

11. s public housing available? 12. Or built if necessary

12, s it felt there will be adequate DSS housing )
housing available during relocation pericd?

13. Will there be a problem of housing within
financial means?

14. Are suitable business sites available (list
source). »

15. Number months estimated to complete
RELOCATION? | 18 Months '

M Aep

G. Alton Glover

04/25/01

Relocation Agent

Date

V4
S/ o/

N r2-9

Approved by

4

Date

:arm 15.4 Rewised 02/95 d

Original & 1 Copy:

State Relocation Agent
2 Copy Area Relocation Office
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North Carolina Department of Transportation ‘,;:\
AREA RELOCATION OFFICE

PROJECT: | 8.1162501 COUNTY Carteret Alternate 2E  of 11 Alternate I
1.D. NO.: - | R-3307 F.A. PROJECT | STPNHF-70 (43) '
DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: | US 70 from Four Lanes at Radio Island to North of Pinners Point Road P
(SR 1303) B3
ESTIMATED DISPLACEES INCOME LEVEL Y
Type of ' , : o
Displacees | Owners |- Tenants Total Minorities 0-15M 15-25M 25-35M 35-50M S0UP
Residential 20 4 24 6 - -- 9 15 :
Businesses 3 0 3 0 _VALUE OF DWELLING DSS DWELLING AVAILABLE
Farms . Owners Tenants For Sale ForRent [/
Non-Profit : . 0-20M.f . o F $0-150 - 0-20m -~ § $0-150 -|
ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS v 2040M | 150250 | 4| 2040m 5 § 150-250 -
Yes | No | Explain all "YES" answers, 40-70m 5 |j 250400 -~ | 40-70m 23 | 250400 9]
X | 1. Will special relocation services be necessary? 70-100M 15 || 400-600 - | 70-100m 31 | 400-600 16 |7
X | 2. . -Will schools or churches be affect by 100 up - f 600up - | 100ue 147 | 600up
displacement? ' TOTAL | 20 4 206
X | 3. Will business services still be available after REMARKS (Respond by Number)
project? . All residential displacees are counted as families.
X 4. Will any business be displaced? If so, 3. There is an ample supply of business sites available in the
indicate size, type, estimated number of ‘ area.
employees, minorities, etc. 4. a) T. D. Eure Marine Construction ~ small — 25 employees
X | 5. Wil relocation cause a housing shortage? b) The Handlebar - small - 5 employees '
X 6. Source for available housing (list). c) One Cut Above - small - 5 employees
X | 7. Wil additional housing programs be needed? 6 & 14. MLS, newspaper, individuals
X 8. Should Last Reson Housing be considered? - § 8. As mandated by State Law
X | 9. Are there large, disabled, elderly, etc. ‘11. Carteret County
families? 12. Or built if necessary
X |10. Wil public housing be needed for project?
X 11, Is public housing available?
X 12, Isit felt there will be adequate DSS housing
housing available during relocation period?
X |13. Will there be a probiem of housing within
financial means?
X 14. Are suitable business sites available (iist
source).
X 15. Number months estimated to complete
RELOCATION? ] 15 Months l ’
,ﬁ 2y 4.{% R L) o
G. Alton Glover 04/25/01 L % 4 by / ’//a_/'
Relocation Agent Date - Approved by ~__Date
‘orm 15.4 Revised 02/95 ¢ Original & 1 Copy:  State Relocation Agent

2Copy Area Relocation Office
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North Carolina Department of Transportation
AREA RELOCATION OFFICE

X | E.L.S. CORRIDOR D DESIGN
! PROJECT: | 8.1162501 COUNTY Carteret Alternate 2A  of 11 Alternate
_L1.0.NO.: | R-3307 F.A. PROJECT | STPNHF-70 (43)
" ( DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: [ US 70 from Four Lanes at Radio Island to North of Pinners Point Road
& (SR 1303)
‘ bl"‘ ESTIMATED DISPLACEES INCOME LEVEL
| Type of
~;Displacees Owners |- Tenants Total Minorities 0-15M 15-25M 25-35M 35-50M 50 UP
. Residential 15 4 19 2 - 4 15 - -
» .t Businesses 3 0 3 0 VALUE OF DWELLING DSS DWELLING AVAILABLE
~'Farms Owners Tenants For Sale For Rent
““ Non-Profit 0-20Mm -- | $0150 - 0-20M —~ § $0-150 -
o ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS 20-40Mm - || 150-250 4 | 20-40m 5 || 150-250 -
l Yes | No | Explain all "YES" answers. 40-70m | 10 || 250400 - | 4070 23 || 250400 9
5 1. Will special relocation services be necessary? 70-100M 5 || 400-600 - | 70-100m 31 | 400-600 16
2. - Will schools or churches be affect by 100 uP ~ || so0uwP - | 100uP 147 || 600uP 47
s displacement? TOTAL | 15 4 206 72
3. Wil business services still be available after REMARKS (Respond by Number
b project? All residential displacees are counted-as families.
X 4. Will any business be displaced? if so, " 3. There is an ample supply of business sites available in the
st indicate size, type, estimated number of area. ,
l employees, minorities, etc. 4. a) T.D. Eure Marine Construction — small — 25 employees
X | 5. Will relocation cause a housing shortage? b) Homer Smith Seafood — medium — 50 employees
6. Source for available housing (list). ¢) Omar Sailmakers— small - 10 employees
X | 7. Will additional housing programs be needed? 6 & 14. MLS, newspaper, individuals
8. Should Last Resort Housing be considered? 8. As mandated by State Law
X | 9. Arethere large, disabled, elderly, etc. 11. Carteret County
. families? 12. Or built if necessary
X 1]10. Will public housing be needed for project?
11. |s public housing available?
12. ls it felt there will be adequate DSS housing
hodsing available during relocation period?
X {13. Will there be a problem of housing within
financial means?
14. Are suitable business sites available (list
source).
15. Number months estimated to complete
ReLocaTIoN? | 15 Months |

4y a

e fm s /7 /¢ 0 /'// /
1 G. Alton Glover 04/25/01 /,(\ . 4 s 5/ ‘-// o/
‘ Relocation Agent Date Approved by / Date

.. Form 15.4 Revised 02/95 d

State Relocation Agent

Original & 1 Copy:
Area Relocation Office

2 Copy
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North Carolina Department of Transportation.
AREA RELOCATION OFFICE
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‘ PROJECT: | 8.1162501 COUNTY Carteret Alternate 2D of 11 Alternate
_{Lp.No.: [ R-3307 F.A. PROJECT | STPNHF-70 (43)
~ | DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: | US 70 from Four Lanes at Radio Island to North of Pinners Point Road
g (SR 1303)
¢ ESTIMATED DISPLACEES ~ INCOME LEVEL
| Typeo |
©  Displacees | Owners | Tenants Total Minorities 0-15M 15-25M 25-35M 35-50M 50 UP
26 8 34 6 -~ - 8 26 -
3 0 3 0 VALUE OF DWELLING DSS DWELLING AVAILABLE
Owners Tenants For Sale -For Rent
0-20M.] . -.[ $O-150 | . .. 0-20m - $0-150 -
ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS 2040M | - | 150-250 | | 20-40M 5 || 150-250 -
Explain all "YES" answers. 40-70M - || 250400 8] 40-70m 23 || 250-400 9
1. Will special relocation services be necessary? 70-100M 26 || 400-600 — | 70-100m 31 | 400-600 16
2. Will schools or churches be atfect by 100 uP — | 600uP -] 100vp 147§ 600u> 47
displacement? TOTAL | 26 8 206 72
3. Will business services still be available after REMARKS (Respond by Number)
project? - All residential displacees are counted as families.
4. Wil any business be displaced? If so, 3. There is an ample supply of business sites available in the
indicate size, type, estimated number of area.
employees, minorities, etc. 4, a) T.D. Eure Marine Construction — small — 25 employees
5. Wil relocation cause a housing shortage? b) The Handiebar - small - 5 employees
6. Source for available housing (list). ¢) One Cut Above — small - 5 employees
7. Will additional housing programs be needed? 6 & 14. MLS, newspaper, individuals
8. Should Last Resort Housing be considered? 8. As mandated by State Law
9. Are there large, disabled, elderly, etc. 11. Carteret County
families? 12. Or built if necessary

10.  Will public housing be needed for project?

11. Is public housing available?

12. Is it felt there will be adequate DSS housing
housing available during relocation period?

13. Will there be a problem of housing within
financial means?

14. Are suitable business sites available (list

source).
15. Number months estimated to complete
RELOCATION? | 1R Months |

o ol | ))& 70 .
i G. Alton Glover 04/25/01 j Ul L S/
- Relocation Agent Date Approved by / / Date

Original & 1 Copy:  State Relocation Agent

~Form 15.4 Revised 02/85 d
- 2Copy Area Relocation Office
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North Carolina Department of Transportation
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 §
" PROJECT: | 8.1162501 COUNTY Carteret Alternate 3A of 11 Alternate
< 1.D.NO.. | R-3307 F.A. PROJECT | STPNHF-70 (43)
L. DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: | US 70 from Four Lanes at Radio Island to North of Pinners Point Road
| » (SR 1303)
ok ESTIMATED DISPLACEES " INCOME LEVEL
1. Type of
J;Displacees Owners | Tenants Total Minorities 0-15M 15-25M 25-35M 35-50M 50 UP
“Residential 24 4 28 6 - = - 20 3
14 0 14 0 VALUE OF DWELLING DSS DWELLING AVAILABLE
Owners Tenants For Sale For Rent
| Non-Profit 1 0 1 0 0-20M-| . $0150 |- .| o020m -~ $0-150 -
ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS 20-40mM — || 150-250 4| 20-40m 5 § 150-250 -
~:Yes I'No'T Explain all "YES" answers. 40-70M | {0 fj 250400 | | 40-70M | 23 j 250400 9
3 X 1 1. Will special relocation services be necessary? 70-100M 14 | 400-600 - | 70-100M 31 || 400-600 16
Will schools or churches be affect by 100up | | 6oOuP -~ | 1ooup| 147 eoour 47
displacement? TOTAL | 24 4 206 | 72
Will business services still be available after REMARKS {(Respond by Number)
e project? . All residential displacees are counted as families.
7 X -1 4. Will any business be displaced? If so, 2. Hero 248 F.A.M. Masonic Lodge —~ medium — 75 members
'I"’ indicate size, type, estimated number of 3. There is an ample supply of business sites available in the
& employees, minorities, etc. area.
]}; X ] 5. Wil relocation cause a housing shortage? 4. a) Homer Smith Seafood — small — 25 employees
“f:" X 6. Source for available housing (list). b) Amoco Food Shop — small — 5 employees
e X | 7. Wil additional housing programs be needed? ¢) Hardee's — medium - 30 employees
8. Shouid Last Resort Housing be considered? d) Wally's Auto Sales - small — 5 employees.
X | 9. Are there large, disabled, elderly, etc. ' e) Texaco — small - 5 employees
families? f) Smith Auto Care — small — 4 employees
X }10. Will public housing be needed for project? g) Hallett S. Ward, Attormey at Law — small - 6 employees
11. Is public housing available? h) ABC Store — small — 4 employees )
12. Is it felt there will be adequate DSS housing i) Two Cousins Consignment Shop — small — 4 employees
hous'ing available during relocation period? j) Hugh C. Talton, Attorney at Law — small — 4 employees
X [13. Wil there be a problem of housing within k) Hamiltons Furniture & Appliance - small — B employees
financial means? l) Hamilton Whirlpool - small - 4 employees
14. Are suitable business sites available (list m) Mark's Tire & Alignment — small - 10 employees
source). n) Potter & Phillips insurance — small - 4 employees
15.  Number months estimated to complete 6 & 14. MLS, newspaper, individuals
ReLocaTioN? | 16 Months | | 8 Asmandated by State Law
11. Carteret County
12. Or built if necessary
/&ﬁﬂ % f/‘ S . . / /
G. Alton Glover 04/25/01 . 49: /d %y Y 5//0 Z
- Relocation Agent Date Approved by 7 /Date
~ /orm 15.4 Revised 02/95 d Original & 1 Copy:  State Relocation Agent

2 Copy Area Relocation Office




September 3, 1998
Page 1 of 1

U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, WILMINGTON DISTRICT, COMMENTS ON:

"US 70, From Four lanes at Radio Island to North of Pinners Point Road (SR 1303),
Beaufort, Carteret County, Federal Aid Project No. STPNHF-70(43), State Project
No. 8.1162501, TIP No. R-3307" (Regulatory Division Action 1.D. No. 199800830)

1. FLOOD PLAINS: POC - Mr. Bobby L. Willis, Planning Services Section, at
{910) 251-4728 '

_ The proposed project is located in Carteret County and primarily within the ‘
jurisdictional limits of the town of Beaufort, both of which participate in the National
Flood Insurance Program. From a review of Panels 706 and 707 of the August 1985
Carteret County Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) and the two panels of the June
1880 Beaufort FIRM, the 100-year flood elevation in the vicinity of the proposed

. roadway improvements varies between 7 and 8 feet N.G.V.D. Although part of the

proposed project would cross the 100-year flood plain, the effect on the 100-year flood
elevations would likely be minimal, since the flooding source is coastal storm surge.

2. U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS PROJECTS:  POC - Mr. Howard Varnam,
Navigation Section at (910) 251-4411

From the map supplied with your request, it appears that the proposed high-rise
bridge will cross the Corps-constructed navigation project in Gallants Channel and
Town Creek. This project includes a channel, 15 feet deep and 100 feet wide, in
Gallants Channel; and a channel, 12 feet deep and 150 feet wide, to a basin in Town
Creek, 400 feet wide by 900 feet long. As you requested, enclosed is a map at a scale
of 1 inch equals 200 feet showing the location of the project in State Plane coordinates,
as well as project offsets. The proposed improvements should not adversely affect this
navigation project, including its use by vessel traffic.

If you have questions or need further information relating to the Federal project,
please contact Mr. Varnam.

Fsirg)



Appendix C
Correspondence Letters
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07/21/98

If you should have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Ms. Linda Gilliam,
Bridge Management Specialist. at (757) 398-6227.

Sincerely. ;

[ o7

ANN B. DEATON

Chief. Bridge Administration Office
By direction of the Commander o
Fifth Coast Guard District .

&
oy
ke
R

i~




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
WILMINGTON DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS

p.0. BOX 1890
WILMINGTON, NORTH CAROLINA 28402-1890

REPLY TO

ATTENTIONOF September 3, 1998

Planning Services Section

Mr. William D. Gilmore, P.E., Manager
Planning and Environmental Branch =~
North Carolina Division of Highways

Post Qfﬁce Box 25201
Raleigh, North Carolina 27611-5201

‘Dear Mr. Gilmore:

esting our comments on
"US 70, From Four lanes at Point Road (SR 1303),
ject No. STPNHF-70(43), State Project No.

our letter of June 17, 1998, requ

This is in response to Y
Radio Island to North of Pinners

ty, Federal Aid Proj

Beaufort, Carteret Coun
Division Action 1.D. No. 199800930).

8.1162501, TIP No. R-3307" (Regulatory
Our comments involve impacts to flood plains and jurisdictional resources, which

include waters, wetlands, and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers projects. Our Regulatory

Division will respond separately on jurisdictional waters and wetlands issues. Our

comments on the other issues are enclosed.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this projkect. If we can be of further

assistance, please contact us.
Sincerely,

W. Coleman Long
Chief, Technical Services Division

Enclosure
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- ’ _ ’ oc.
Coum of Beaufort  7,5/¢7

215 Pollock Street
PO. Box 390 Beaufort, North Carolina 28516-0390 ~
Telephone (919) 728-2141 Fax (919) 728-3982

October 16, 1998 | ' ol

Commander (Aowb)

Fifth Coast Guard District
Federal Building, 4™ Floor
451 Crawford Street ;
Portsmouth, Va. 23704-5004

Dear Comhxander:

I-am writing in reference to your request for comments on navigational information for
Gallant’s Channel drawbridge replacement.

On November 10, 1997, the Beaufort Board of Commissioners adopted a resolution
(attached) that endorsed the 1997 Carteret County Transportation Improvement Program.
The number one priority of that plan included the replacement of the Gallant’s Channel
Bridge (R-3307) with a 65 foot span fixed bridge. As you are probably aware, this same
plan was endorsed by all the municipalities in Carteret County as well as the Carteret
County Board of Commissioners.

A bridge with less than a 65 foot height clearance will affect-

Homer Smith’s Seafood Trawlers

Discovery Diving’s Marina

the designated Harbor of Refuge

Town Creek Marina

T.D. Eure Construction

commercial towing enterprises serving Gallant’s Channel

Future of the N.C. Maritime Museum Site on Gallant’s Channel ‘
transient vessels heading to the Beaufort Waterfront via the Intracoastal Waterway
other commercial fishing vessels

d.
b.
C.
d.
€.
f.

g
h.
i.
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s Beaufort by the Sea ... "Delightfully Different"



K
o - ,'-\_ u.s. Department = Commander 431 Crawford Street
'\). of Transportation : United States Coast Guard Portsmouth, Va. 23704-5004
Atlantic Area Staff Symbol: Aowb
Phone: (757)398-6227

United States
Coast Guard

16590
07/21/98

Mr. William D. Gilmore. P.E.. Manager
Planning and Environmental Branch

North Carolina Department of Transportation
P.O. Box 25201

Raleigh. North Carolina 27611-5201

Dear Mr. Gilmore:

. l-,
PRl
L
Z
e

This is in response tovour letter dated-June~t7. 1998: regarding the?eﬁiﬁé{é e
drawbridge across Gallants Channel. mile 0.1. at Beaufort. North Carolina.

Cyé
.-,\N-V\

of the existing

During the drafting of the Environmental Assessment the following issues need to be addressed:

a. Commercial watérway users who transit the waterway to be crossed will need to be
described in the EA by identifying their mast heights. drafts. type of vessel and types of
cargo they carry.

b. Recreational waterway users will need to be described by identifying their mast heights.
drafts. and type of vessel.

c. An estimated total value of yearly commercial shipping on the waterway that may be
affected by the bridge action if a fixed bridge will be replacing the drawbridge needs to be
included in the EA.

d. Adjacent property owners and commercial businesses located along the waterway within’
the project site should be identified and any impact that the proposed bridge action may
have on them should be addressed.

e. When addressing wetland impacts. if acreage due to mitigation efforts has been saved or
increased in volume on affected lands. state the amount of acreage saved or increased and
the estimated monetary value of the lands affected in the EA.

We are also in receipt of your July13. 1998 letter requesting that we conduct a navigational
survey of Gallants Channel in the vicinity of the proposed project. A Coast Guard Preliminary
Public Notice will be issued soliciting this information from the public. Once the thirty-day
comment period has ended for this notice, we will provide you with any information obtained
as a result of our public notice. a




Totun of Beaufort

P.0.BOX 390 - BEAUFORT, NORTH CAROLINA 28516-03%0
TELEPHONE (919) 728-2141 FAX (919) 728-3982

RESOLUTION
ENDORSING THE PROPOSED 1997
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

WHEREAS, the Carteret Cbunty Transportation. Committee, in -cooperation with the
county’s mumicipalities, has carefully considered the transportation needs of Carteret
County; and

WHEREAS, the 1997 TIP, as prepared by the Transportation Committee, will be
presented to the N.C. Department of Transportation at the public hearing for Division 2
on November 19, 1997, at the Public Service Complex in Kinston.

NOW, T}iEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED, that the Town of Beaufort
Board of Commissioners does hereby accept and endorse the 1997 Transportation
Improvement Program as presented to the Board of Commissioners on November 10,
1997. : ‘

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Town of Beaufort Board of Commissioners
petitions the N.C. Department of Transportation to include the submitted information for
inclusion in the 1998-2004 Transportation Improvement Program.

ADOPTED, this the 10% day of November, 1997.

R. Hunter Chadwick, Jr.
Mayor

Tk D .
Vicki F. Dudley v
Town Clerk




U.S. Department Commander 431 Crawford Street
of Transportation United States Coast Guard Portsmouth, Va. 23704-5004
Atlantic Area - Staff Symbol: Aowb

United States Phone: (757)398-6227

Coast Guard
16590

01 Dec 98

Mr. Mark L. Reep. P.E.

Planning and Environmental Branch

North Carolina Department of Transportation
P.O. Box 25201 .

Raleigh. North Carolina 2761 1-5201

Dear Mr. Reep:

The purpose of this letter is to inform you of the results-of our preliminary public notice which
solicited comments from the public regarding navigational usage of Gallants Channel and the .
replacement of the existing drawbridge across Gallants Channel (Beaufert Charnel). mile 0.1, in

Beaufort. North Carolina.

Coast Guard Preliminary Public Notice was issued on September 28, 1998 with the comment
period ending October 28. 1998. Two comments were received as a result of this notice from the
Mavor. Town of Beaufort. and from Mr. Haywood Weeks, Beaufort Docks. The Mayor lists in
his letter businesses and navigational interests that will be affected if a new bridge is constructed
with less than 65 feet as well as the negative impact a Jower bridge would have on the Town of
Beaufort. Mr. Weeks states in his letter the safety factor of a 65 foot fixed bridge and the
economic impact of a lower fixed bridge. Copies of these two Jetters are enclosed as enclosure
(1) and (2) for your review. We suggest that the information in these letters be considered during

vour review of a new fixed bridge across Gallants Channel.

If you should have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Ms. Linda Gilliam, Bridge
Management Specialist, at (757) 398-6227.

Sincerely,

IRV

ANN B. DEATON

Chief, Bridge Administration Section
By direction of the Commander

By direction

Encl: (1) Mayor, Town of Beaufort ltr dtd 10/16/98
(2) Mr. Weeks, Beaufort Docks Itr dtd 10/22/98
(3) Ms. Lorraine Copeland, Beaufort ltr dtd 10/22/98
(4) Mr. Joseph Beary. Atlantic FUELCO ltr

Copy: Mayor, Town of Beaufort
Mr. Haywood Weeks




Carteret County Transportation Improvement Program,
Carteret County Transportation Committee Recommended Priorities
for 1997-98 TIP Presentation

Priority Number 1
—Replaccment of the Gallants Channcl Bridge y
(R-3307)

The replacement bridge and related connector (0
N.C. Higlway 101 should be accelerated. The bridge
and related improvements should be designed to
achieve the following goals: (i) the bridge and road
improvements should be Jocated 1o minimize, to the
extent practical, impacts 10 residences on and near
West Beaufort Rogd, (ii) the bridge should have a 65

foot span. but the span should be located 1o mini-
mize the visual impgcl (0 the Beaufort Historic
District, (iii) the bridge should include attractive and
easy-to-use ingress/egress routes 1o Turner Street/
Downtown Beaufort and West Beaufort Road/Town
Creek, (iv) the connecting road on the east end of
the bridge should be compatible with any future
relocation of a portion of N.C. Highway 101, and (v)
the connecting road should also be designed to allow
‘r future connections to the proposed Carteret
County “Northern Bypass™ to the Havelock Bypass
and to U.S. 70 east of Beaufort. The portion of the
project east of N.C. 101 (as shown in the 1994 DOT
feasibility study/task force report) should be relo-
cated or abandoned because of its incompatibility
with current land uses.

Priority Number2
_U.S. 70 Corridor between Raleigh and Carteret
County

Through Highway Trust Fund monies, accelerate
construction of Bypasses at Clayton, Goldsboro,
Kinston and Havelock (Projects R-2532, R-2553,
R-2554 and R-1015). This is also the primary exist-
ing evacuation route in case of a stormn event.

Priority Number3
—Carteret County “Northern Bypass” from Have-
lock Bypass to Beaufort/Port of Morehead City

This project should be developed in phases based
an available funding, environmental permits and
probability of construction. The project should
include the following components:

1. Replacement of Gallants Channel Bridge

2. Connecting multi-lane controlled access cormdor

on new location to Core Creek Bridge

3. Widening of Core Creek Bridge to four Janes -

4. Widening of N.C. Highway 101 to four lanesto
connccling point with new Havelock Bypass o
conncctor cast of Harlowe &

5. Connecting multi-lane controlled access corridor -+
on new location between N.C. Highway 1 01
cast of Harlowe and eastern terminus of US.
70 Havelock Bypass :

6. Widening of existing U.S. 70 Newport River
Bridge to four lanes

T,

The design of the “Northern Bypass " should be -
compaltible with any future relocation of a portion o"[f' |
N.C. Highway 101. The design should also allowfof:: s
a connecting road to U.S. 70 East in the vicinity of“"{'

East Carteret High School.

—Relocation of a portion of N.C. Highway 101
This project should be coordinated with, and 105
the extent necessary, integrated with, the Gallants &3
Channel Bridge replacement (R-3307) and the 5
proposed ““Northern Bypass™ project.

_y Priority Number 4 (tie)

Priority Number 4 (tie)
_ Overpass at Intersection of N.C. Highway 24
with N.C. Highway 58. '

This intersection handles a huge traffic volum
particularly during the summer months. The wide
ing of N.C. 24 in Cape Carteret and Cedar Point
will increase traffic at this intersection beyond the
capabilities of an at-grade intersection. Develop-"
ment of the Global TransPark and related improve.
ments will also increase traffic on N.C. 58, making ..

this overpass essential. ko

Priority Number 6 o
— Widening and improvement of U.S. 70 from
Beaufort to East Carteret High School ,
This corridor is a heavily (raveled and danger-
ous section of U.S. 70. Converging traffic from the
south, north and east at Last Carteret High Schoe
creates an acute safely problem at the beginning .
end of the school day. Widening U.S. 7010 three ..
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As such, a shorter bridge height would prevent many sailing vessels access to Beaufort
from the North which would cause a serious negative economic impact to the Town of
Beaufort waterfront and the surrounding area.

I appreciate the opportunity to provide comments in this matter. Should you have
questions, please let me know.

Sincerely,




Additionally, there is a very important marine safety reason why a less than 65 foot
high bridge would be dangerous. There is a railroad bridge with a vertical clearance of
only a few feet that parallels the existing 65 foot fixed bridge over the Newport River.
This railroad bridge is currently being rebuilt and will be here for many, many years
since it services the two locations of the N.C. State Port. When a major storm
approaches this railroad bridge locks in the closed position and then no sailboats can
escape up the waterway here. There is no railroad bridge across Gallants Channel.
The one that was here has been removed and the track removed and the land is for
sale. Therefore, with a 65 foot high fixed bridge over Gallants Channel, medium and
large sailboats could escape a storm by using Gallants Channel to run up the coast
for safety. The great numbers of sailboats in this area, both local and transient, would
therefore depend on a 65 foot bridge across Gallants Channel for their very survival
as well as the lives of their owners and crew who would be attempting to save them
from a storm.

To summarize this letter, a less than 65 foot high bridge across Gallants Channel
would be an economic disaster to the town of Beaufort, a great inconvenience to the
many sailboats that use this area, and a fatal disaster to the great number of medium
and large sailboats that frequent this area in the event of a bad storm. We have had

three hurricanes in this area in the past three years.

Sincerely,
N y
Az /um-?z-(. l%@é/ﬁ

Haywood Weeks

"
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lanes by adding a center turn lane, and straighten-

ing the existing road alignment, are immediate
. needs on this corridor.

. Priority Number 7 :
—Improvements to U.S.70 and N.C. 12 from East
' Carteret High School to Atlantic (U.S.70) and

. CedarIsland (N.C. 12)

Improvements are needed to upgrade US. 70
and N.C. 12 in theg"qun East " region-of Carteret
_ County. Traffic is increasing in this region-as both. -
' permanent and transient populations increase. This
> corridor is critical for access to the North Carolina
.. Ferry System at Cedar Island, and it is the only
. evacuation route from eastern Carteret County in

case of a storm event.
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BEAUFORT DOCKS

TOWN OF BEAUFORT
500 FRONT STREET
BEAUFORT, NORTH CAROLINA 28518
(919) 728-2503

October 22, 1998

Commander (AOWB)

Fifth Coast Guard District
Federal Building, 4th Floor

431 Crawford Street

Portsmouth, Virginia 23704-5004

Sir:

In response to your request for comments on the proposed fixed bridge over Gallants
Channel in Beaufort, North Carolina, please consider the following:

| have been the manager of the Town of Beaufort's docks for many years. WWhen these
docks were first completed in 1978 with eight boat slips, Beaufort was basically a dead
town, abandoned by all outside commerce. There was for example, only one
restaurant in town. Over the years we advertised and promoted the docks and
gradually expanded them from the original 8 slips to €5 slips. We operate these docks
as a transient boat facility, not as a permanent boat facility. Accordingly, the influx of
visiting boats has grown with the expansion of the docks and this, in turn, has brought
the life-giving commerce that has revitalized the town. Today, for example there aré
16 restaurants in town. These restaurants, and other businesses which have grown
like the restaurants, have turned a dead town into a successful, lively commercial
community which generates many jobs and has made the town the envy of many
other communities. S

We have a great many medium and large sailboats with masts greater than 65 feet
visiting our town. In fact, Beaufort has gained the reputation of being one of the most
popular transient sailboat ports on the waterway. A less than 65 foot high bridge over
Gallants Channel, which is the entrance to Beaufort coming south in the waterway and
the exit from Beaufort going north, would severely restrict medium and large sailboats
from visiting Beaufort. To force these boats to go around the much longer route
around Radio Island would cause many of these sailboats to bypass Beaufort
altogether, which would have an extremely detrimental effect on the economy of the
town. These sailboats can come all the way down the waterway from way up north
without encountering @ fixed bridge less than 65 feetin height and then they suddenly
would be confronted with a fixed bridge at Beaufort that they couldn't get under.
Human nature would direct them to simply not be bothered and they would bypass our
town. This would seriously harm the economy of the town and inconvenience a great -

number of boaters.
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United States Department of the Interior -
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Raleigh Field Office \) elVE,
Post Office Box 33726 R
Raleigh, North Carolina 27636-3726 F <&
./ c)b
July 28, 1998 v ! ng \9

Mr. William D. Gilmore, P.E., Manager
Planning and Environmental Branch

North Carolina Department of Transportation
Division of Highways

P.O. Box 25201

Raleigh, NC 27611-5201

Dear Mr. Gil_more:

This responds to your letter of June 17, 1998, requesting information from the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (Service) for the purpose of evaluating the potential environmental impacts of the
preliminary alignment alternatives for the reconstruction or replacement of US 70 from Radio
Island to north of Pinners Point Road (SR1303) at Beaufort, Carteret County, North Carolina
(TIP No. R-3307). This report provides scoping information and is provided in accordance with e |
provisions of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) (16 U.S.C. 661-667d) and Section &
7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531-1543). This _
report also serves as initial scoping comments to federal and state resource agencies for use in
their permitting and/or certification processes for this project.

The North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) proposes to extend US 70 as a
multi-lane facility from 4 lanes at Radio Island to north of Pinners Point Road, a length of 3.5
kilometers (2.2 miles). The project includes replacing the existing drawbridge over Gallants
Channel with a high-rise bridge.

Eight preliminary alternatives are being considered for this project:

1. Alternative 1A replaces the existing Gallant’s Channel drawbridge with a four-lane high-rise
bridge and extends US 70 as a four-lane parkway on new location from Stanton Road to north
of Pinners Point Road. A connector is proposéd from Stanton Road to Turner Street (Turner
Street Connector) to maintain access from the Town of Beaufort and the new US 70 route;

2. Alternative 1B is the same as Alternative | A except for the connector between Beaufort and
| US 70. This alternative provides a connector along Stanton Road and Queen Street (Queen
Street Connector) to maintain access to Beaufort and the new US 70;
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should be employed. Highway shoulder and median widths should be reduced through wetland
areas. Roadway embankments and fill areas should be stabilized by using appropriate erosion
control devices and/or techniques. Wherever appropriate, construction in sensitive areas should
occur outside fish spawning and migratory bird nesting seasons.

The National Wetlands Inventory (NW1) map of the Beaufort 7.5 Minute Quadrangle indicates
that there are estuarine wetlands in the vicinity of the proposed bridge removal, and US 70
replacement location, that may be impacted by the proposed alternatives. However, while the
NWI maps are useful for providing an overview of a given area, they should not be relied upon in
lieu of a detailed wetland delineation by trained personnel using an acceptable wetland
classification methodology. ‘

We reserve the right to review any required federal or state permits that may be required for this
project at the public notice stage. We may have no objection, provide recommendations for
modification of the project, or recommend denial. Therefore. it is important that resource agency
coordination occur early in the planning process in order to resolve any conflicts that may arise
and minimize delays in project implementation.

In addition to the above guidance, we recommend that the environmental documentation for this
project include the following in sufficient detail to facilitate a thorough review of the action:

l. A clearly defined purpose and need for the proposed project, including a discussion of the
projects’s independent utility; '

(]

A description of the proposed action with an analysis of all alternatives being considered,
including the upgrading of existing roads and a “no action” alternative;

(3]

A description of the fish and wildlife resources, and their habitats, within the project
impact area that may be directly or indirectly affected;

4. The extent and acreage of waters of the U.S.. including wetlands, that are to be impacted
by filling, dredging, clearing, ditching, and/or draining. Acres of wetland impact should be
differentiated by habitat type based on the wetland classification scheme of the
National Wetlands Inventory (NWI). Wetland boundaries should be determined by using
the 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual and verified by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (Corps);

5. The anticipated environmental impacts, both temporary and permanent, that would be
likely to occur as a direct result of the proposed project. The assessment should also
include the extent to which the proposed project would result in secondary impacts to
natural resources, and how this and similar projects contribute to cumulative adverse
effects;
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d. The impacts of interrelated actions (those that are part of a larger action and
depend on the larger action for their justification) and interdependent actions
(those that have no independent utility apart from the action under consideration);
and,

€. The cumulative impacts of future state and private activities (not requiring federal
agency involvement) that will be considered as part of future Section 7
- consultation;

4. A description of the manner in which the action may affect any listed species or
associated habitat including project proposals to reduce/eliminate adverse effects. Direct .
mortality, injury, harassment, the loss of habitat, and/or the.degradation of habitat are all
ways in which listed species may be adversely affected:

5. A summary of evaluation criteria to be used as a measure of potential effects. Criteria
~ may include post-project population size, long-term population viability, habitat quality,
and/or habitat quantity; and, :

" 0. Based.on evaluation criteria, a determination of whether the project is not likely to
adversely affect or may affect threatened and endangered species.

Candidate species are those plant and animal species for which the Service has sufficient
information on their biological status and threats to their survival to propose them as endangered
or threatened under the ESA. Although candidate species receive no statutory protection under
the ESA, federal agencies are required to informally confer with the Service on actions likely to
jeopardize the continued existence of these species or that may destroy or modify proposed
critical habitat.

Federal species of concern (FSC) include those species for which the Service does not have
enough scientific information to support a listing: proposal or species which do not warrant listing
at the présent time. These species receive no statutory protection under the ESA, but could
become candidates in the future if additional scientific information becomes available indicating
that they are endangered or threatened. Formal listing places the species under the full protection
of the ESA, and necessitates a new survey if its status in the project area is unknown. Therefore,
it would be prudent for the NCDOT to avoid-any adverse impacts to candidate species or their
habitat. The North Carolina Natural Heritage Program should be contacted for information on
species under state protection.
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. Alternative 1C is the same as 1 A from Radio Island to NC 101 and provides the Turner Street
Connector. From NC 101 to US 70, 1C extends farther north to reduce driveway conflicts
with existing commercial and residential development on the east side of town;

4 Alternative 1D is the same as 1B from Radio Island to NC 101 and provides the Queen Street
Connector. From NC 101 to US 70, 1D extends farther north to reduce driveway conflicts
with existing commercial and residential development on the east side of town;

5. Alternative 2A replaces the existing drawbridge with a four-lane high-rise bridge and widens
existing West Beaufort Road and US 70 to five lanes from Stanton Road to north of Pinners
Point Road. The Turner Street Connector is proposed to maintain access between
Beaufort and US 70; '

6. Alternative 2B is the same as 2A except for the connector between Beaufort and US 70. The
Queen Street Connector is proposed for this alternative;

7. Alternative 3A replaces the existing drawbridge with a four-lane high-rise bridge along the
existing location and widens Cedar Street and Live Oak Road to five miles from east of
Gallants Channel to north of Pinners Point Road and;

8. Alternative 3B replaces the existing drawbridge with a four-lane high-rise bridge along the
existing location, provides a one-way pair along existing Cedar Street and Pine Street, and
widens Live Oak Road to five lanes from Cedar Street to north of Pinners Point
Road. '

The mission of the Service is to provide leadership in the conservation, protection, and
enhancement of fish and wildlife, and their habitats, for the continuing benefit of all people. Due
to staffing limitations, we are unable to provide you with site-specific comments at this time.
However, the following recommendations are provided to assist you in your planning process and
to facilitate a thorough and timely review of the project.

Generally, the Service recommends that wetland impacts be avoided and minimized to the
maximum extent practical as outlined in Section 404 (b)(1) of the Clean Water Act Amendments
of 1977. In regard to avoidance and minimization of impacts, we recommend that proposed
highway projects be aligned along or adjacent to existing roadways, utility corridors, or previously
developed areas in order to minimize habitat fragmentation and encroachment. Areas exhibiting
high biodiversity or ecological value important to the watershed and/or region should be avoided.
Crossings of streams and associated wetland systems should use existing crossings and/or occur
on a structure wherever feasible. Where bridging isnot feasible, culvert structures that maintain
natural water flows and hydraulic regimes without scouring, or impeding fish and wildlife passage,

t9




Mapping Symbols for
Threatened and Endangered Species

Birds - Plants
&Bald Eagle ¢ American Chaffseed
'I‘ Peregrine Falcon © Harperella =
\V/ Piping Plover o Michaux's Sumac’ "
o Red-cockaded Woodpecker ¢ Pondberry
e Roseate Tern A PRough-leaved Loosestrife
N Wood Stork - 4 Schweinitz's Sunflower
o _o'» Seabeach Amaranth
Fish L .
O Cape Fear Shiner o Sensitive Joint-vetch
= @}“ Small Whorled Pogonia

LR S

"y Waccamaw Silverside

A oSmooth Cone flower

Mussels

j@ Dwarf-wedge Mussel
‘.Q\ Tar Spinymussel
Mammals

-7 Eastern Cougar

-~ Red Wolf

~—

Seaturtles are seasonally ubiquitous along coastal regions,
and therefore, are not labeled. Shortnosed Sturgeon and Manatees
are seasonally ubiguitous in estuarine areas and are also not labeled.




6. Design features and/or construction techniques which would be employed to avoid or
minimize the fragmentation or direct loss of wildlife habitat value;

7. Design features, construction techniques, and/or any other mitigation measures which
would be employed at wetland crossings and stream channel relocations to avoid or
minimize impacts to waters of the United States, and,

8. 1f unavoidable wetland impacts are proposed, we recommend that every effort be made to
identify compensatory mitigation sites in advance. Project planning should include a
detailed compensatory mitigation plan for offsetting unavoidable wetland impacts.
Opportunities to protect mitigation areas in perpetuity, preferable via conservation
easement, should be explored at the outset.

The attached pages identify the federally-listed endangered, threatened, and candidate species that
are known to occur in Carteret County. Please note that there are recorded occurrences of the
red-cockaded woodpecker (Picoides borealis) and the seabeach amaranth (Amaranthus pumilus)
in the project area. Habitat requirements for the federally-listed species in the project area should
be compared with the available habitat at the project site. If suitable habitat is present within the
action area of the project, field surveys for the species should be performed. Environmental
documentation should include survey methodologies and results. In addition to this guidance, the
following information should be included in the document regarding protected species:

l. A map and description of the specific area used in the analysis of direct, indirect, and
cumulative impacts;

3

A description of the biology and status of the listed species and the habitat of the species
that may be affected by the action, including the results of any onsite inspections;

An analysis of the “effects of the action” on the listed species and associated habitat
which includes consideration of:

(9%

*
v

a. The environmental baseline which is an analysis of the effects of past and ongoing
human and natural factors leading to the current status of the species and its
habitat;

b. The impacts of past and present federal, state, and private activities in the project

area and cumulative impacts area,

c. The direct and indirect impacts of the proposed action. Indirect effects are those
that are caused by the proposed action and are later in time, but are still
reasonably certain to occur,
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February 13, 1998

-

.

Mr. H. Franklin Vick, P.E. Manager
Planning & Environmental Branch
N.C. Division of Highways

P.O. Box 25201

Raieigh, North Carolina 27611

Dear Mr." Vick:

Please reference your January 27, 1998, request for comments on the scope of issues to be addressed

. in the Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed widening of US 70 to four lanes from Radio

Island to north’'of SR 1303 (Pinners Point Road) in Beaufort, Carteret County, North Carolina, State
Project No0.8.1162501, Federal Aid Project No. STPNHF-70(43), TIP No. R-3307. The National
Marine Fisheries Service has reviewed the information included with your letter and offers the
following comments for your consideration.

All current alternatives involve new crossings of Gallants Channel and Town Creek. These waters
are a part of the Newport River estuarine system and provide habitat for a variety of commercially
and recreationally important fish and shellfish for which we are responsible. Of particular concern is
the project’s impact on the saltmarsh cordgrass (Spartina alterniflora) marsh found in the upper
reaches of Turners Creek. Alternatives A and B include connectors with downtown Beaufort that
cross this creek. These marshes provide forage areas and a refuge from predators for juvenile aquatic
species. They also provide a source of detrital material, an important component in the aquatic food
chain, and help maintain water quality necessary for continued fishery production. Furthermore,
Gallants Channel is an important pathway through which iuveniles of estuarine dependent species
travel between offshore spawning areas and their estuarine nursery areas. In view of the above, we
recommend that the EA for this project address the following issues, information needs, and concems.

1. The EA should describe the waters and wetlands found in the project area and the impacts
of the project alternatives on these resources.

2. The EA should describe the fishery resources found in the project area and the project's
potential impact on these resources.

3. The EA should describe the location and types of bridges included in plans for each
alternative. Any alternative that includes a connector crossing of the upper reaches of Town Creek
should provide for bridging of these wetlands.

e ‘"‘o“"'u
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The Service appreciates the opportunity 10 comment on this project. Please continue to advise
us during the progression of the planning process, including your official determination of the
impacts of this project. 1f you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact
Tom McCartney at 919-856-4520, ext. 32.

Sincerely,

4
Fohn M. Hefner
Ecological Services Supervisor

Enclosures

cC:

COE. Wilmington, NC (Scott McLendon)
NCDOT. Raleigh, NC (Mark Reep)
NCDWQ, Raleigh, NC (Cyndi Bell)
WRC. Creedmore. NC (David Cox)
FHWA. Raleigh, NC (Nicholas Graf)
EPA. Atlanta, GA (Ted Bisterfield)

‘ FWS/R4:TMcCartney:TM:07/27/98:919/856-4520 extension 32:\r-3307.tip
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July 14, 1998

Mr. H. Franklin Vick, P.E. Manager
Planning & Environmental Branch
N.C. Division of Highways

P.O. Box 25201

Raleigh, North Carolina 27611

Attention Mark Reep

Dear Mr. Vick:

Please reference your June 17, 1998, request for comments on the issues to be addressed in the
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed widening of US 70 to Four lanes at Radio Island
to North of Pinners Point Road (SR1303), Beaufort, Carteret County, North Carolina, Federal Aid
Project No. STPNHF-70(43), State Project No. 8.1162501, TIP No. R-3307. The National Marine

- Fisheries Service has reviewed the information included with your letter and offers the following

comments for your consideration.

In response to a previous letter on this subject dated January 27, 1998, we provided comments
dated February 13, 1998, regarding the scope of issues to be addressed in the EA for this project.
The issues, information needs, and concems identified in this letter remain valid. However, we

‘reiterate our concern that this project will impact open water, intertidal flats, and marshlands that

provide habitat for a variety of recreationally and commercially important fishery resources for
which we"are responsible. Accordingly, we emphasize that losses of these habitats shoulc_i be
minimized to the maximum extent practicable regardless of the alternative selected for this proj es:t.
Aliernatives 1A, 1B, 2A, and 2B have proposed connectors that cross Tumers Creek and its
wetlands. In our opinion, bridging all wetlands would be the only acceptable alternative for these
crossings.

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

e



Accounts of Selected Federally Listed Species In CARTERET County
Data represented on these maps are not based on comprehensive inventories
of this county. Lack of data must not be construed to mean that listed

species are not present.

A
AN —H

012345 MILES

Prepared by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ‘
based on data provided by NC Natural Heritage Program 012345 KILOMETERS
D. Newcomb, K. Tripp 1/15/98

' , expires 1/31/99
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North Carolina
Department of Administration

James B. Hunt, Jr., Governor Katie G. Dorsett, Secretary

Mr. William Gilmore
N.C. Departmerit of Transportation
Planning and Environmental Branch

Transportation Building
Raleigh NC 27601

Dear Mr. Gilmore:

Subject: Scoping - Proposed Improvements to Us 70, from Four Lanes at Radio Island to North
of Pinners Point Road (SR 1303) in Beaufort, NC; TIP #R-3307

The N. C. State Clearinghouse has received the above project for intergovernmental review. This
project has been assigned State Application Number 98-E-4220-0833. Please use this number with
all inquiries or correspondence with this office. '

Review of this project should be completed on or before 07/27/ 1998 . Should you have any
questions, please call (919)733-7232.

Sincerely,

_ 91441.4_&_ \4&1 /\17“ -
Ms. Jeanette Furney
Administrative Assistant

116 West Jones Street * Raleigh, North Carolina 27603-8003 * Telephone 919-733-7232
State Courier 51-01-00
An Equal Opportunity/AfTirmative Action Employer

R N o

June 18, 1998 ,'i;{‘.-' P t Y &“N '
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4, Waters surrounding the project site support commercially and recreationally important
quantities of shellfish. Non-point source run-off from highways and bridges can cause a closure of
shellfishing areas. The EA should address measures 1o be taken to prevent an increase in storm water
run-off and the associated pollutants from reaching these waters.

5. The EA should address construction methods of the proposed bridge and to what extent the
excavation or filling of wetlands or shallow water habitat will be involved.

6. Commercial fishing vessels frequently use Gallants channel as they travel to and from their
fishing grounds. Also, several commercial fish houses are located in the vicinity of the project. The
EA should address how the project will impact commercial boat traffic and other commercial fishing

operations.

For site specific information on the fishery resources and their habitats found in the project area we
recommend that you contact the North Carolina Division of Marine Fisheries office in Morehead City,
North Carolina. Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments. If we can be of further

assistance please advise.

Sincerely,

reas Mager%

Absistant Regional Administrator
Habitat Conservation Division

cc: FWS, ATLA, GA
FWS, Raleigh, NC
EPA, ATLA, GA
NCDEHNR, Raleigh, NC
NCDEHNR, Morehead City, NC
COE, Wilmington, NC
F/SER4




NORTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES

A

NCDENR

JAMES B. HUNT JR.
GOVERNOR

MEMORANDUM

TO: . Chrys Baggett : C
WAYNE MCDEVITT State Clearinghouse o
SECRETARY

FROM: Melba McGee |V

Environmental Review Coordinator
: 98-0833 US 70 Improvements, Carteret County
~ DATE: July 27, 1998

The Department of Environment and Natural Resources has
reviewed the proposed information. The attached comments are
for the applicant's information and consideratioin.

Thank you for the opportunity to review.

!

attachments

' JUL 27 1996

N.C. STATE CLEARINGHOUSE

P

P.O. BoX 27687, RALEIGH NC 27611-7687 / S12 NORTH SALISBURY STREET, RALEIGH NC 27604
PHONE 919-733-49B4 FAX 915-715-3060 WwW.EHNR.STATE.NC.US/EHNR/
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY /AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER - 50% RECYCLED/1 0% POST-CONSUMER PAPER




Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments. 1f we can be of further assistance please
advise.

Sincerely,

- 7 / -
. /
/ ¢7 Andreas Mager, Jr.
Assistant Regional Administrator -
Habitat Conservation Division

B o FWS, ATLA, GA
FWS, Raleigh, NC
EPA, ATLA, GA
NCDENR, Raleigh, NC
NCDENR, Morehead City, NC
COE, Wilmington, NC
F/SER4
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Division of Land Resources !D'E@E B v E Al § y ﬁ &

James B. Hun.t, Jr., Governgr D E H N R

Jonathan B. Howes, Secrejary
Charles H. Gardner, P.G., P.BY
Director and State Geologist

PROJECT REVIEW COMMENTS |

Project Number: C\% - E a 0%33 County: CO._( ‘X@\{ﬁ;@’
Project Name: US 70 1?7”‘77‘-4 ?DU/ }Gf\/(’s ot F\U(O,I‘D. TS’CF\/O( ‘h’) N.D’E‘PI‘NNQQ

- Doind- ok _

NC Office of State Plapning - Geodetic Survey

‘22\//// This project will impact é;L\ geodetic survey markasrs. N.C.
Geodetic Survey should be contacted prior to construction at P.O.

*Box 27687, Raleigh,.N.C... 27811.(919) 733-3836. Intentional

destruction of a geodetic monument ig a violation of N.C. General

Statute 102-4.

This project will have no impact on geodetic survey rarkers.

Other (comnents zttached)
cntect th2 N.C. Office of State

. For more information con i
Planning, Gedcetic Survey Office at 919/733-3836.
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Trosicec end Sedimentatiosz Control”

No ccmment

This project will reguire zgproval of an erosion znd sedimentation
ccatrel plen pricr to tecinning any land-disturbing activity if
more than cne (1) acre will be disturbed.

t is required to satisfy Environmental
knitted Es

If zn envircnmentzl documen
muss ke 'sul:o

" Ppolicy Rct (SZPA) regquirements, tne document
part of the erosion and sedimentation control plan.

V// if any portion of the prciect iz lccated within a Eich Quality
Viater Zone (EQW), 28 clzssified by the Division cf Eavironmental
Mznzgement, jrcreased cesiga standards fer czdiment znd erosion

control will apply.
a ccntrol plan reguired for this

’/// The erosion and sedimentztlic
prcject should be prepared by the Department of Trzazzcrtation
zm delegation to tkhe Division of

under the erosicn contrcl prsgr
sizhwzys frem the v--= r£i-=linz Sedimentation Control Commission.

Otrer (ccmments attached)
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North Carolina
Department of Administration

~+. James B. Hunt, Jr., Governor Katie G. Dorsett, Secretary
July 27,1998 /C e\ V ED

h ot & |
~ Mr. William Gilmore

- N.C. Department of Transportation
¢ Planning and Environmental Branch
i Transportation Building

= Raleigh, NC 27601

Dear Mr. Gilmore:

:A;l;i; Re:  SCH File # 98-E-4220-0833; Scoping Proposed Improvements to Us 70, from Four Lanes at
Radio Island to North of Pinners Point Road (SR 1303) in Beaufort, NC; TIP #R-3307

" The above referenced project has been reviewed through the State Clearinghouse Intergovernmental
% Review Process. Attached to this letter are comments made by agencies reviewing this document.

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call me at (919) 733-7232.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Chrys Baggett, Director
- ~N-C:State Cledringhouse

Attachments

cc: Region P

116 West Jones Street Raleigh, North Carolina 27603-8003 Telephone 919-733-7232
An Equal Opportunity / Affirmative Action Employer




Menio

I

W

h

9.

o

July 23, 1998

and,
NCDA Plant Conservation Program
P. O. Box 27647
Raleigh, N. C. 27611
(919) 733-3610
. Description of any streams or wetlands affected by the project. The need for

channelizing or relocating portions of streams crossed and the extent of
such activities. h

Cover type maps showing wetland acreages impacted by the project.
Wetland acreages should include all project-related areas that muy undergo
hydrologic change as a result of ditching, othcr drainage, or filling for
project construction. . Wetland identification may.be accomplished through
coordination with the U. S, Army Corps of Engineers (COL). If the COE
is not consulted, the person delineating wetlands should be identified and
criteria listed.

. Covertype maps shdwing acreages of upland wildlife habitat impacted by the

proposed project. Potential borrow sites should be included!.

* I'he extent to which the project will result in loss, degradation. or

fragmentation of wildlife habitat (wetlands or uplands).

Mitigation for avoiding, minimizing or compensating for direct and indirect
degradation in habitat quality as well as quantitative osses.

A cumulative impact assessment section which analyzes the environmental
efTects of highway construction and quantifies the contribution of this
individual project to environmental degradation, :

. A discussion of the probable impacts on natural resources which will result

from secondary development facilitated by the improved road access.

If construction of this facility is to be coordinated with other siate, municipal,
or private development projects, a description of these projects should be
included in the environmental document, and all project spunsors should
be identitied.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input in the early planning stages for
this project. 1{' we can further assist your office, please contact me at (919) 528-9886.

cc: Howard Hall. U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Raleigh




State of North Carolina

Department of Environment and Natural Resources

INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW — PROJECT COMMENTS
After review of this project it has been determined that the ENR permil(s) and/or approvals indicated may need to be obtained in order for this project to
“omply with North Carolins Law. Questions regarding these permits should be addressed to the Regional Office indicated on the reverse of the form.

.. All applications, information and guidclines relative to these plans and permits are available from the same Regional Office.

Reviewing Office: 'L.): Lh,'nq%A

J
Project Number: qx@mj R Due Date: '71-7:3255

Normal Process Time
(statutory time limit)

minimum fee of $200.00 must accompany the application. An additional
processing fee based on a percentage or the total project cost will be required
upon completion.

PERMITS SPECIAL APPLICATION PROCEDURES or REQUIREMENTS
Permit to construct & operate wastewater treatment Application 90 days before begin construction or award of construction 30 days
facilities, sewer system extensions & sewer systems contracts. On-site inspection. Post-application technical conference usual.
not discharging into state surface waters, (90 days)
NPDES - permit to discharge into surface water and/or | Application 180 days before begin activity. On-site inspection. Pre-application 90-120 days
perinit 1o operate and construct wastewater facilities conference usual. Additionally, oblain permit to construct wastewater
discharging into state surface waters. treatment facility-granted afler NPDES. Reply time, 30 days afier reccipt of (N/A)
plans or issue of NPDES permit—whichever is later,
Water Use Permit Pre-application technical conference usually necessary 30 days
’ (N/A) -
Well Construction Permit Compiete application must be received and permit issued prior to the 7 days
installation of a well, (15 days)
Dredge and Fill Permit Application copy must be served on each adjacent riparian property owner. 55 days
On-site inspection. Pre-application conference usual. Filling may require
Easement to Fill from N.C. Department of Administration and Federal Dredge (90 days)
and Fill Permit.
Permit to construct & operate Air Pollution Abatement N/A
facilities and/or Emission Sources as per 15 A NCAC 60 days
LZQ‘OlOO, 2Q.0300, 2H.0600)
e
Any open burning associated with subject proposal
must be in compliance with 15 A NCAC 2D.1900
Demolition or renovations of structures containing 60 days
asbestos material must be in compliance with 1S A
NCAC 2D.1110 (a) (1) which requires notification and
removal prior to demolition. Contact Asbestos Control N/A
Group 919-733-0820. (90 days)
Complex Source Permit required under 15 A NCAC
2D.0800
The Sedimentation Pollution Control Act of 1973 must be properly addressed for any land disturbing activity. An erosion &
sedimentation control plan will be required if one or more acres to be disturbed. Plan filed with proper Regional Office (Jand Quality 20 days
Sect) At least 30 days before beginning activity. A fee of $30 for the first acre and $2000 for each additional acte or part must (30 days)
accompany the plan.
The Sedimentation Pollution control Act of 1973 must be addressed with respect 10 the rek ebererr-Order Pl e cmd o (30 days)
0" A;lllt.a»ub'\' Awu“ -\—L_ LLNA OU‘L‘\‘L\-] S‘tc}’:"n '—123 \-b:""e\ “"aa. —bgp‘}o{‘ FT'LV\SF""‘}'\"‘
Mining Permit On-site inspection usual. Surety bond filed with ENR. Bond amount varies
' with type mine and number of acres of affected land. Any are mined greater 30 days
than one acre must be permitizd. The appropriate bond must be received (60 days)
before the permit can be issued.
North Carolina Burning permit On-site inspection by N.C. Division Forest Resources if permit exceeds 4 days 1 day
. (N/A)
Special Ground Clearance Buming Permit - 22 On-site inspection by N.C. Division Forest Resources required *if more than 1 day
counties in coastal N.C. with organic soils five acres of ground clearing activities are involved. Inspections should be (N/A)
requested at least ten days beforé actual burn is planned.”
Oil Refining Facilities N/A 90-120 days
(N/A)
Dam Safety Permit If permit required, application 60 days before begin construction. Applicant
must hire N.C. qualified engineer to: prepare plans, inspect construction,
cenify construction is according to ENR approved plans. May also require 30 days
permit under mosquito control program. And a 404 permit from Corps of
Enginecrs. An inspection of site is necessary to verify Hazard Classification. A (60 days)




State of North Carolina

Department of Environment
~and Natural Resources

Division of Water Quality

James B. Hunt, Jr., Governor
Wayne McDevitt, Secretary
A. Preston Howard, Jr., P.E., Director

NCDENR

July 23, 1998

MEMORANDUM

TO: Melba McGee, DENR Environmental Coordinator

FROM: Mary Kiesau, DWQ SEPA Coordinator <"\

RE: Comments on DOT Scoping, DENR# 98-E-0833, DWQ# 12132

US 70 Improvements, from Radio Island to north of Pinners Point Road,
Beaufort, Carnteret County - TIP No. R-3307

The Division of Water Quality (DWQ) requests that the following topics be

discussed in the EA document:

A. Identify the streams potentially impacted by the project. The current stream
classifications and use support ratings for these streams should be included. This
informadon is available from DWQ through the following contacts:

Liz Kovasckitz - Classifications - 919-733-5083, ext. 572
Carol Metz - Use Support Ratings - 919-733-5083, ext. 562

B. Identify the linear feet of stream channelization/relocations. If the original stream
banks were vegetated, it is requested that the channelized/relocated stream banks be
revegetated.

C. Identfy the number and locations of all proposed stream crossings.

Will permanent spill catch basins be utilized? DWQ requests that these catch basins
" be placed at all water supply stream crossings. Identfy the responsible party for

maintenance.
E. Identify the stormwater controls (permanent and temporary) that will be used.
E. Please ensure that sediment and erosion control measures are not placed in
wetlands.

G. Wetland Impacts

i) Identify the federal manual used for identifying and delineating jurisdictional

wetlands.

11) Have wetlands been avoided as much as possible?

iii) Have wetland impacts been minimize

_-4')

iv) Mitigation measures to compensate for habitat losses.
v) Wetland impacts by plant communities affected.

P.O. Box 29535, Raleigh, North Carolina 27626-0535
An Equal Opportunity Affirmative Action Employer

Telephone 919-733-5083 FAX 919-715-6048
50% recycled/ 10% post-consumer paper



E‘_f‘]___ North Carolina wildlife Resources Commission K L

512 N. Salisbury Street, Raleigh, North Carolina 27604-1188, 919-733-3391
' Charles R. Fullwood, Executive Director

—

MEMORANDUM

TO: Melba McGee . _
Office of Legislative and Intergovernmental Aflairs, DFNR

FROM: David Cox, Highway Project ordinaor
: Habitat Conservation Progran - /4
DATL: July 23,1998

SUBJECT:  Request for information from the N. C. Departument of Transportation
(NCDOT) regarding fish and wildlife US 70 improvements. from the
cxisting four lanes at Radio Island to north of Pinners Point Road (SR
1303), Carteret County, North Carolina, TIP No. R-3307, 5CI1 Project
No. 98-E-0833.

This memorandum responds to a request from Mr. William D. Gilmore of the
NCDOT for our concerns regarding impacts on fish and wildlife resources resulting from
the subject project. Biologists on the staff of the N. C. Wildlife Resources Commission
(NCWRC() have reviewed the proposed improvements, and our comments are provided in
accordance with provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (42 u.S.C.
4332(2)(¢)) and the Fish and Wwildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16

P

11.5.C. 661-667d).

Al this time the NCWRC has no specific recommendations or concerns regarding
the subject project. However, to help facilitate document preparation and (he review
process, our general informational needs are outlined below:

1. Description of fishery and wildlife resources within the project area,
including a listing of federally or state designated threatened, cndangered,
or special concern species. Potential borrow areas to be used for project
construction should be included in the inventories. A listing of designated
plant species can be developed through consultation with:

The Natural Heritage Program

N. C. Division of Parks and Recreation
P. O. Box 27687

Raleigh, N. C. 27611

(919) 733-7795
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viii)  If inducement for urban development is predicted as a result of the road
improvements, these impacts should be defined in the EA and should be 5
considered indirect impacts of the transportation project.
ix) What measures have DOT and the local governments in the project area
agreed to in order to effectively manage development potential along the , e
road right-of-way to reduce the potential indirect land use changes and o
environmental impacts? £
X) What environmental resources could be affected by the identified urban
development that will be allowed or encouraged by the road improvements? ;
What degree of impact to these resources will be anticipated? What impacts
may be significant in nature? Specific to the regulatory authority of DWQ,
the EA should discuss the types and severity of point and non-point source
water quality impacts anticipated from this additional development.
xi) What regulations are currently in place at the local government level that
would address these significant potential indirect environmental impacts?
xii) - The EA should discuss theseimpacts (and others that are applicable to the
individual project), and quantify them when possible. In addition to
reporting on the types and significance of each direct and indirect impact of
the project, the EA should define how DOT (with their authorities and
resources) and affected local governments (with land use control in the
project area) are planning to avoid, reduce or mitigate these impacts to a
level of insignificance. The SEPA rules and statutes require that prior to
issuance of a FONSI, any identified significant environmental impacts in an
EA be avoided, minimized or mitigated to a level less than significant.
Therefore, the EA should document how the indirect effects of urban
growth are not going to significantly impact water quality and all other
environmental concerns resulting from this proposed project, or a FONSI
should not be issued. ,

B

L. The following discussion is meant to help explain the direct and indirect impacts
issue in terms of water quality. All of these issues, as applicable to the specifics of
the project, should be discussed in a DOT EA:

In evaluating the direct water quality effects of a transportation improvement
project, typical concerns involve wetland, aquatic habitat and stream impacts from

. construction, the current quality of the waters and ecosystem of the streams and

" rivers to be affected by construction activities, the potential effect of spills and run-
off from the road on water quality, how that might effect overall stream health and
the other users of that water, etc.  An indirect impact of a transportation project
may include increases in development in the vicinity of the road widening, if the L
project will be providing new or improved access to future growth areas that are
currently undeveloped. One typical impact of increased development might include
increasing amounts of urban stormwater in the project service area. Land-
disturbing activites associated with road construction and land development may
also result in increased stream sedimentation. And over the longer term,
development features such as increased impervious surface areas and stormwater
drainage systems will only exacerbate water quality problems. Predictable impacts
could include more rapid and erosive stream flow in the creek, loss of aquatic
habitat and more efficient delivery of pollutants (such as fertilizers, pesticides,
sediment and automobile byproducts) to the stream. These impacts could be of
special concern if the project is proposed in an area with state and federally
endangered species or if the waters are high quality or nutrient sensitive.




e NORTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES

DivisioN OF COASTAL MANAGEMENT

MEMORANDUM

TO: Melba McGee, NC Division of Policy and Development
FROM: Steve Benton, NC Division of Coastal Management

SUBJECT: Review of SCH# 97 - 0533 DATE: 7/2/ /55

REVIEWER COMMENTS

A COPY OF ALL COMMENTS RECEIVED
ATTACHED

BY THE SCH IS REQUESTED

Review Comments:

nsistency with the NC Coastal Management Program pursuant

This document is being reviewed for co
der 15. Agency comments received by SCH are needed to

to federal law and or NC Executive Or
develop the State’s consistency position.

Project Review Number (if different from above) .
A consistency position will be developed based upon our review on or before .

___ A Consistency Determination document ___is, or ___may be required for this project pursuant to
federal law and or NC Executive Order 15. Applicant should contact Steve Benton or Caroline Bellis
in Raleigh, phone (9 19)733-2293, for information on proper document format and applicable state

guidelines and land use plan policies.

Proposal is in draft form, a consistency response is inappropriate at this time. A Consistency

Determination should be included in the final document.

___ A Consistency Determination Document (pursuant to federal law and/or NC Executive Order 15)

is not required.
____ A consistency response has already been issued.
Project Number Date Issued
___Proposal involves < 20 Acres and or a structure < 60,000 Square Feetand no
Use Plan problems. ‘
____Proposal is not in the Coastal Area and will have no s
use or natural resources of the Coastal Area.

AEC's or Land

ignificant impacts on any land or water

may be required for all or part of this project. Applicant should

_fé\ CAMA Permit t~s, oT___
# 576 -fgof - 2507, for information.

contact 7éc/\7/znc’a// in /7o ficad Cef/u , phone

___ ACAMA Permit __has already been issued, or___is currently being reviewed under separate
Date Issued

circulation. Permit Number

— Other (see-autached). i/ 740,/4,./0/ any %c [ Corre

p—

State of North Carolina Consistency Position:

tal Management Program provided that all conditions

___The proposal is consistent with the NC Coas
ts are met prior t0

are adhered to and that all state authorization and/or permit requiremen

implementation of the project.

___ The proposal is inconsistent with the NC Coastal Management Program.

___ Other (see attached).

P.O. BOX 27687, RALEIGH, NC 2761 1-7687 12728 CAPITAL BLVD., RALEIGH, NC 27604
PHONE 919-733-2293 FAX 81 9-733-1 495
.CONSUMER PAPER

FRIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 50% RECYCLED/10% POST

LY S AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY 1A
. S S AP EE PR ~

L ypen recee T



Division of Marine Fisheries

James B. Hunt, Jr., Governor CDE R £
Wayne McDevitt, Secretary

Preston P. Pate, Jr., Director NORTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF
- ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES

State of North Carolina | W1
Department of Environment ®
and Natural Resources ‘age

12 February 1998

MEMORANDUM

TO: , Franklin Vick, P.E. Manager
Planning and Environmental Branch
N.C.Division of Highways
P.O. Box 25201
Raleigh, NC 27611-5201

. ) .
FROM: P.A. Wojciechowski/_é/,.z ’
SUBJECT: Review of Scoping Sheets for US 70 from Four Lanes at Radio Island to North of

SR 1303 (Pinners Point Road), Beaufort, Carteret County, State Project No. 8.1162501,
Federal Aid Project No. STPNHF-70{43), TIP No. R-3307

Attached is the Division’s reply for the above referenced project. If you have any questions,
please don't hesitate to contact me.

PAW/bc

g permns\agminisbcover.itr
]

P.0. Box 769, Morehead City, North Carolina 28557-0769 Telephone 919-726-7021 FAX 919-726-0254
An Equal Opportunity Affirmative Action Employer 50% recycled/ 10% post-consumer paper
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vi) Quality of wetlands impacted.
vii)  Total wetland impacts.
viii)  List the 401 General Certification numbers requested from DWQ.

H. Borrow/waste areas should avoid wetlands to the maximum extent practicable.
Prior to the approval of any borrow/waste site in a wetland, the contractor shall
obtain a 401 Certificaton from DWQ.

I. Please provide a conceptual wetland mitigation plan to hclﬁ the environmental
review. ‘The mitigation plan may state the following: -

1. Compensatory mitigation will be considered only after wetland impacts have
been avoided and minimized to the maximum extent possible.

2. On-site, in-kind mitigation is the preferred method of mitigation. In-kind
mitigation within the same watershed is preferred over out-of-kind mitigation.

3. Mitigation should be in the following order: restoration, creation, enhancement,
and lastly preservation.

J..  The EA should discuss in detail project alternatives that alleviate waffic problems
without road widening, such as mass transit and raffic congestion management
techniques.

K. The North Carolina Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) requires that the EA for this
project evaluate all direct, indirect and cumulative impacts on the environment. It is
the relationship between transportation projects and their impacts to changes in land
uses that the EA should focus its indirect impacts section. This section of the EA
should discuss the known relationship between road widening and inducements for
urban development along the project right-of-way. The EA must further address the
long-term environmental impacts of this road project, including the potential indirect
impacts of the induced urban development on all aspects of the environment. To
address this issue, the EA should answer the following questions -

i) What is the estimated traffic projections for the project corridor (and what
land use figures were used in this estimate)? -

i) Will this project provide additional traffic handling capacity and/or improved
traffic safety and control features to existing roads, such as wm lanes and
traffic signs and signals? :

iii) Are any cross streets in the project area projected to see additional traffic
flows due to the proposed project? If so, how will land uses along these
secondary roads be influenced by the project?

iv) How does this project comply with local governments’ land use and
metropolitan transportation plans? :

v) Will this project provide new or improved access to vacant parcels of land in
the road right-of-way?

vi) Will these once less-developable parcels become more likely to develop into
urban uses with the provision of public road access, adequate road frontage
or traffic safety and control features from the project?

vii)  Will this widened road serve as an inducement to additional urban
development in the project right-of-way, given the provision of addiﬁoqal
traffic handling capacities, and the existence (or likelihood of existence 1n
the future), of other essential public infrastructure improvements (e.g.
sewer, water and electricity) in the area? To what degree will this widening
encourage further urbanization of this corridor? ’




James B. Hunt Jr., Governor
Betty Ray McCain, Secretary

North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources

July 21, 1998

MEMORANDUM < C £ vGo

TO: William D. Gilmore, P.E., Manager ;//Q\
Planning and Environmental*Branch - d
Division of Highways

' Department of Transportation / 2ouuL241998 Z
’ ~/‘ ,"', | .;’:" YN rme 2
FROM: David Brook Z%M) / \—«MQ 5 DMISONOF &
, Deputy State Histofic Preservation Officer WG NEEWATYS &f’
\\(,.4 T

SUBJECT: US 70 from Radio Island to north of

' Pinners Point Road, Beaufort, Carteret
County, R-3307, Federal Aid Project No.
STPNHF-70(43), State Project
8.1162501, 98-E-4220-0833

i

We have received information concerning the above project from the State
Clearinghouse. ’

We have conducted a search of our maps and files and have located the following

structures of historical or architectural importance within the general area of the
project:

Begufort Historic District (CR 1). Listed in National Register.
Beaufort Local Historic District (CR 561). Locally designated historic district.

Carteret County Home (CR 226), west side of NC 101 . 0.2 mile north of
junction with SR 1170. Listed in National Register.

Washburn Seminary Trades Training Workshop (CR 631), northeast corner of
Cedar and Queen Streets. Included on state study list.

In addition, Peter Sandbeck conducted a survey of Beaufort’'s historic African )
American resources in 1995 and identified an eighteen-block area that may contain
properties that are eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.

We recommend that an architectural historian with the North Carolina Department
of Transportation evaluate the Washburn Seminary Trades Training Workshop and
the African American resources for National Register eligibility and report the
findings to us.

109 East Jones Street ¢ Raleish. Narth Carnlina 278019807

Division of Archives and History
kffrey J. Crow, Director

R
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M.

DWQ is also concerned about secondary wetland impacts. For DWQ to concur
with an alternative in the mountains or the piedmont, DOT will need to commit to
full control of access to the wetland parcels or DOT to purchase these parcels for
wetland mitigation.

Please note that a 401 Water Quality Certification cannot be issued until the
conditions of NCAC 15A: 01C.0402 (Limitations on Actions During NCEPA
Process) are met. This regulation prevents DWQ from issuing the 401 Cernification
until a FONSI or Record of Decision (ROD) (for and EIS) has been issued by the
Department requiring the document. It is recommended that if the 401 Certification
application is submitted for review prior to the sign off, the applicant states that the
401 should not be issued until the applicant informs DWQ that the FONSI or ROD
has been signed off by the Department. _

Written concurrence of 401 Water Quality Certification may be required for this
project. Applications requesting coverage under our General Certification 14 or
General Permit 31 (with wetland impact) will require written concurrence. Please
be aware that 401 Certification may be denied if wetland or water impacts have not
been avoided and minimized to the maximum extent practicable.

Please have the applicant call Cyndi Bell at 019-733-1786 if they have any

questions on these comments.

mek:\980833; US 70 Scoping

cC:

Cyndi Bell - DWQ- ESB, Ecological Assessment Group




William D. Gilinore
- Page 2
Carteret R-3307

J.C. Stanley Grocery Store is eligible tor listing in the National Register under
Criterion A for its association with the commercial development of the African
American community in Beaufort. We concur with the boundaries noted on page

57 of the report.

Scott’s Grocery is eligible for listing in the National Register under Criterion A

© for its association with the commercial development of the African American

community in Beaufort. We concur with the boundaries noted on page 41 of the

report.

Beautort Graded School is eligible for listing in the National Register for 1ts
association with educational development in Carteret County as it was the first
consolidated school in the county. The Beaufort Graded School is also eligible
under Criterion C for architecture as a rare example ot Styvle Moderne and Art

Deco architecture. We concur with the boundaries noted on page 46 ot the report.

Ward-Hancock House is eligible tor listing in the National Register under
Criterion C for architecture as representative of the tvpe of house constructed in .

the second half of the eighteenth century in Carteret County and as the only house

with an fntact gambrel roof remaining in Beautort. We concur with the boundaries

noted on page 32 of the report.

The tollowing determined not eligible for listing in the National Register:

717 Mulberry Street
Collins Oden House
717 Pine Street

William P. Davis House




State of North Carolina . ' ,
‘ " ’

Department of Environment \

and Natural Resources ~
Division of Marine Fisheries ‘ .
P Y
James B. Hunt, Jr., Govemor N‘ DE R
Wayne McDevitt, Secretary ‘
Merar CarDna DDA MENT OF

Preston P. Pate, Jr., Director
ENVIORMINT ann Naimal P SOPIALES

H. Franklin Vick, P.E., Manager
Planning and Environmental Branch
N.C. Department of Transportation
- P.0. 25201

e Raleigh, N.C. 27611-5201

Dear Mr. Vick:

SUBJECT: Review of Scoping Sheets for US 0 from Four Lanes at Radio Island to North of SR
1303 (pinners Point Road), Beaufort, Carteret County, State Project No. 8.1162501,

Federal Aid Project No. STPNHF-70(43), TIP No. R-3307

I have reviewed the scoping sheets of the above project and have no significant comments to
- make. From the map included, the high rise will cross some shellfish habitat, however this is closed due to
& pollution. Itis open to harvest for relay a few times a year. I do suggest that any streams of canals this

bridge project impacts should be culverted, not filled in.

s to make, 1 will not be attending the scoping meeting.

Because 1 have no significant comment
Thank you for allowing me to comment on this project.

: Sinccfely,
. ' / :
E(J"L/\,C_ L j /) IL\_;KQ Ll \/\
Patricia L. Murphey ‘ X
Marine Biologist I

N.C. Division of Marine Fisheries

69 Telephone 919-726-7021 FAX 919-726-0254

P. O. Box 769, Morehead City, North Carolina 28557-07
50% recycled/ 10% post-consumet paper

An Equal Opportunity Affirmative Action employef




William D. Gilmore
Page 3 )
Carteret R-3307

The above comments are made pursuant to Section 106 ot the National Historic
Preservation Act and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s Regulations for
Compliance with Section 100 codified at 36 CFR Part 800.

Thank vou tor your cooperation and consideration. [f vou have any questions concerning
the above comment. please contact Renee Gledhill-Earley. environmental review
coordinator. at 919/733-4765

e B. Church
“E. Davis




North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources
State Historic Preservation Office S

James B Hunt Jr., Governor Division of Archives and History
Betty Ray MoCain, Secretary Jeffrey J. Crow, Director

December 2. 1999

MEMORANDUM

TO: William D. Gilmore, P.E., Manager
Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branci
Division of Highways
Department of Transportation

i . ,’.' Y-
FROM: . David Brook . /. Cod L

e~y

Deputv Hlstonc Preservanon Othcer

SUBIJECT: lmprovements to US 70 from Radio Island to north of SR 1303 Beaufort.
TIP No. R-3307. Carteret County, ER 00-7516

Thank you tor your letter transmitting the survey report by Ed Dd\ is concerning the
above project.

For purposes of' compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act..
we concur that the following properties are eligible for the National Register of Historic
Places under the criterion cited: ‘ ‘

tr

\\'ushbix_rn Seminary Trade Training Workshop (CR 284) is individually eligible
tor listing in the Nutional Register uﬁdcr Criterion A for its dssociation with the
carly education and training of African Americans. NOTE: The boundar
description tor the Washburn Seminary Trade Training Workshop indicates that it
lies one half block to the east of the (expanded) Beautort Historic District. This

building is within the Beaufort Historic District and is identitied as a contributing

structure.
* Locution Mailing Address Telephone/Fax
ADMINISTRATION 507 N. Blount St, Raleigh NC 4617 Mail Service Center, Raleigh NC 2769946!7, (919) T334763/733-8653
ARCHAEOLOCY 421 N. Blount SL, Raleigh NC 4619 Mail Service Center, Raleigh NC 276993619 (919) 733-7342/7135-2671
RESTORATION S15 N. Blount St, Raleigh NC 4613 Mail Service Center, Raleigh NC 276994613 (919) 7336547715480}

SURVEY & PLANNING 515 N. Blount St, Raleigh NC 4618 Mail Service Center, Raleigh NC 276994618 (919) 7336545/71 54801



’W. D. Gilmore
/;Ju\y 21, 1_998, Page 2

~ There are no known archaeological sites within the proposed project area. Based

- on our present knowledge of the area, it is unlikely that any archaeological
— resources which may be eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic

- Places will be affected by the project construction. We, therefore, recommend that
1 no archaeological investigation be conducted in connection with this project.

The above comments are made pursuant 1o Section 106 of the National Historic
" Preservation Act and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s Regulations
- for Compliance with Section 106 codified at 36 CFR Part 800.

Thank you for your cooperation and consideration. If you have quesﬁons '
concerning the above comment, please contact Renee Gledhill-Earley, environmental

review coordinator, at 919/733-47 63.

DB:slw

cc:  State Clearinghouse
N. Graf
B. Church’
T. Padgett

Beaufort Historic Preservation Commission




Federal Aid # STPNHR-70(43) TIP # R-3307 Counn: Carteret

Properties within the area of potential effect for which there is no effect. Indicate if property is
National Register-listed (NR) or determined eligible (DE).

Properties within the area of potential effect for which there is an effect. Indicate property status
(NR or DE) and describe the effect.

BRIOgs | ATERNATIES LA, 16, |D, IE ~ ADVERSE ETTET T MSTRC DISTRO (Ne)
ATON | MTER WXTIVE 34 AOWRSE ETTET P HeTRic DIsTRICT (N )

ALTERNATIVE 2. BRI0GE LoCANIOM - NoT™ ADVERES

ALTER NATWE 3 — ADUERSE GTTECR T meteic JISTRICT:

ALTERMATIVES (A, 1B, 24, 2B - ADWTSs EFFeTY 'TD c.c.oHE ((*E>

" 10, &, 2D, z¢E " h : " h
ALTERMAmuz 1A, 18, 24,28  HAY 86 THE sAs R ALTERNATILES T
MG ' |

ALTERAMNIVE 3A . ADVERSE on WasiBuen 5mm"m:/j £ Beau FolT (=1 M. xhleor
Reason(s) why the effect is not adverse (if applicable). . -

Initialed: NCDOTﬁ FHWA My sHpo [0




Federal Aid $STPNHF-70(43) TIP # R-3307 ' Counny: Caneret

E FORM FOR ASSESSMENT OF EFFECTS

 CONCURRENC

o lsland to north of Pinners Point in
The existing drawbridge will be

Expand US 70 from Radi
Beaufort. Carteret County.

Replaced.

Project Description:

On August 17, 2000. representatives of the

North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT)

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
@ North Carolina State Historic Prgsen’ati(m Office (SHPO)

reviewed the subject project and agreed
O there are no effects on the National Register-listed propenyipropenies Jocated within the

project’s area of potential effect and listed on the reverse.

O there are no effects on the National Register-eligible properr}'/propenies located within

thé project’s area of potential effect and listed on the reverse.

there is an effect on the National Register-listed property/propenies jocated within th
ffect. The propeny/propenies and the effec(s) are listed on the

project’s area of potential e
reverse.
eligible propen}'/properties located within the

O there is an effect on the National Register-
d effect(s) are listed on the reverse.

project’s area of potential effect. The property/properties an

Signed:

ate

'i’/“’(/(/(/ZLAJ (f JHex P> z‘AiD/O/
ate

FHWA., for the Division A Tninistrator. or other Federal Agency

@,wfw . \ltf’ga[tft

Representative, SHPO O

//‘—_>/C<[) fo A:Q_Q | //1'7 Lol

State Historic Preservation OTﬁcer

Representative, NCDOT




mﬁfﬂ Public Schools of North Carolina

. State Board of Education Department of Public Instruction
Phillip J. Kirk, Jr., Chairman Michael E. Ward, State Superintendent
\ _ http://www.dpi.state.nc.us

July 10, 1998

MEMORANDUM

TO: Mark Reed. NC Department of Transportation
FROM: Gerald H. Knott. Section Chief. School Planning {32

SUBJECT: ‘US 70. From Four lanes at Radio Island to North of Pinners Point Road (SR 1303),
Beaufort. Carteret County, Federal Aid Project No. STPNHF-70(43). State Project
No. 8.1162501. TIP No. R-3307

Enclosed is the response from Carteret County Schools to our impact inquiry.

/ed
Enclosure

/301 N.Wilmington Street, Raleigh, North Carolina 27601-2825
An Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer




Federal Aid # STENWF- 70(/4'5)7-11) 4 R- 2357

County: (S oY S L= el

CONCURRENCE FORM FOR PROPERTIES NOT ELIGIBLE FOR
THE NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES

Project Description:

On \’Z,lQJ/ epresentatives of the

+h Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT)
ederal Highway Administration (FHWA)
W Carolina State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)
[ Other

’

reviewed the subject project at

[0 Scoping meeting o .
B/Historic architectural resources phoxograph review session/consultation
[} Other

All parties present agreed

[ there are no properties over fifty years old within the project’s area of potential effects.

[J there are no properties less than fifty years old which are considered to meet Criteria Consideration G

. within the project’s area of potential effects.

[ there are properties over fifty years old within the project’s Area of Potential Effects (APE), but based
on the historical information available and the photographs of each propenty, the property identified
as (st ATITRED) is considered not eligible for the National Register and no further evaluation of it
is necessary. 1,72, ¥>

] thereare no National Register-listed properties within the project’s area of potential effects.

all properties greater than 50 years of age Jocated in the APE have been considered at this consultation,
p g y
and based upon the above concurrence, all compliance for historic architecture with Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act and GS 121-12(a) has been completed for this project.

Signed:

FHWA, for thé Division Administrator, or other Federal Agency

State Historic Preservation Officer

If a survey report is prepared. 2 final copy of this form and the attached tist will be included.




Carteret County Schools r~
P.O. Box 600 N
Beaufort, N.C. 28516 S

(919) 728-4583

MEMO FO NO. 4293
DATE: 7/7/98

TO: Gerald H. Knott, AIA
Section Chief, School Planning

FROM: J. Ipock, Finance Officer
RE: DOT State Project No. 8.1162501, TIP No. R-3307

In reviewing the proposed project it appears Alternatives 1A & 1B and 1C & 1D are
located very close to Beaufort Middle School, which sits at the corner of Carraway and
Campen roads. If these alternatives are selected, they present at least 2 problems we see
immediately. First is the traffic flow and access problem into the school site. There
should be turning lanes for school busses and student drop-off and pickup. This could
and very likely will require some type of traffic signal. This will also create congestion
from 7:45am to 8:30am and 2:45pm to 3:30pm at this new intersection. Secondly, these
alternatives also limit the expansion of the school site. We are currently looking to -
expand this site for athletic facilities and playing fields. We currently only have enough
room for a baseball/softball field and are planning to acquire enough property for a

“football field and soccer field. These alternatives would severely limit any plans for

expansion and depending on where the traffic access into the school site is located could
take the current playing field. -

Based on the above reasons, and others not apparent at this time, we would ask that
alternatives 1A & 1B and 1C & 1D NOT be used. Please call me if you have questions
or require further information.




Carteret County Schools
P.O. Box 600
Beaufort, N.C. 28516
(919) 728-4583

MEMO FO NO 4296 , -
DATE: 7/9/98 7 e—

TO: Gerald H Knott, AIA-
Section Chief, School Planning

ot~

FROM: J. Ipock, Finance Officer )7
RE: DOT State Project No. 8.1162501, TIP No. R-3307

Upon a further, more in-depth, review of the project, the Queen Street Connector runs
directly through our Maintenance and Transportation Department site. Our site begins at
the end of the current paved portion of Queen Street. This is the main entrance to our
facility and is used for school busses, large equipment and tractor-trailer deliveries. The
extension of Queen Street would also cut our bus storage area by more than 1/3. Our best
guess is that the end of our warehouse would be less than 5 feet from the street. Also a
delivery truck would not fit between the street and our loading dock. We have tractor--
trailer delivery trucks in on almost a daily basis. School buses-arrive and depart on a
regular basis from our transportation facility every day of the school year. We feel the
congestion would slow the flow of traffic at this site and could be a danger area on this
soon to be busy street. Could this connector street be moved to the next street east?

Could yc')u please send me a to scale drawing of the new Queen Street so it can be further
reviewed on a more detailed basis? This would very helpful for planning purposes if the
connector street stays as planned.

I am sorry we did not pickup on this sooner. Please let me know if you have any
questions. ' ‘




We have attached a preliminary drawing by the Department of Transportation to
show the only viable alternative. We are requesting that you design the intersection on the
north side of the Carteret County Home as depicted on this drawing.

We look forward to receiving the final drawings. Please be assured we will work
with you on this project. By working together, we can provide a good road, a much needed
elementary school and expanded public use athletic fields for county residents.

Sincerely,

N o

Dr. David K. Lenker, Jr., Superifitendent
Carteret County Public School System

"y
[’Z/OM%
Robert M. Murp%
Carteret County '

Attachments




Dr. David K. Lenker, Jr.
Superintendent

Jane R. Alexander
Assistant Superintendent

John A. Welmers, Jr.
Assistant Superintendent
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Carteret County Schools

Carteret County Board of Education |

P.O. Box 600, Beaufort, NC 28516-0600
252-728-4583/252-728-3028 FAX

Roger Newby
Chairman
Kim Willis

Vice Chairman

June Fulcher

Mike Hodges

Cathy Neagle
Ellen Piner

Arnold Stone

http://www.clis.com/ccs/

April 20, 2000

William D. Gilmore, P.E., Manager

Project Development & Environmental Analysis Branch

PO.Box 25201 o
Raleigh, NC 27611

Dear Mr. Gilmore:

We are writing regarding TIP Project No. R-3307, titled US 70 from Four Lanes at
Radio Island to North of Pinners Point Road (SR 1303) in Beaufort, Carteret Coimty.

All currently designed bypass alternatives around Beaufort will affect property the
Carteret County Commissioners and the Carteret County Board of Education plan to
purchase for a new elementary school and community /public athletic fields. After years of
searching, we are currently negotiating a price on the property, which is at the junction of
Highway 101 and Carraway Drive and is beside the existing Beaufort Middle School.

We met this morning with Department of Transportation Representatives Bob
Mattocks, Mark Reep, Lynn Miller and Neil Lassiter. Others attending the meeting
included Carteret County Board of Commissioners Chairman Doug Brady and Carteret
County Public School System Finance Officer J. Ipock. During the meeting, we expressed
our concerns about alternative proposals 1A, 1B, 2A and 2B and asked that the proposed
intersection at Highway 101 be moved north of the Carteret County Home, a designated
National Historic Site. We were pleased that Department of Transportation Representatives
noted that this was feasible.

Please note the Carteret County Board of Commissioners and the Carteret County
Board of Education plan to proceed with the purchase of this property and construct the
new elementary school and the athletic fields. The title for this land will be held by the
County of Carteret. '

There is a great need to immediately replace the town's existing elementary school
and, after extensive studies in a water-locked town, this site is the only site that is suitable.
By moving the intersection of the bypass on Highway 101 north, there would be no impact
on this land, which will include two schools and public use athletic fields.

MISSION
THE MISSION of the Carteret County Schools is te graduate all students, prepared to be productive citizens.
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December 8, 2000

Mr. Mark Reep

Project Development and Envxronmemal Analysis Branch
North Caroliny Department of Transportation

1548 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-1548

Dear Mark:

I am writing on behalf of the Carteret County Transportation Committee
to stress the need to move forward with the replacement of the Gallants Channel
Bridge project in Carteret County. As you are aware, the replacement of the
bridge has been the Transportation Committee’s number one transportation
priority since 1994 because of its importance to Carteret County, the Port of
Morehead City and as a critical link in the US 70 corridor from Raleigh to the
Port. A

Because of its importance, the Transportation Committee, during their
October 30, 2000 meeting, approved a resolution supporting the replacement of
Gallants Channel Bridge and recommending the most northemn route identified by
NCDOT as its preferred location for the bridge and connector route. A copy of
the resolution is enclosed with this letter.

The Transportation Committee’s recommendation was presented to the
Carteret County Board of Commissioners at their November 20, 2000 board
meeting and the Commission unanimousiy endorsed the ‘I tansportation
Committee’s resolution. It is critically important that, after many delays, this
project stay on schedule. Construction on the bridge is currently scheduled to
commence beyond the 2008 TIP planning window, by which time, the county will
be facing a crisis situation.

If you have any questions about the Committee’s action or have any
suggestions of how we can be of assistance to your staff, please do not hesitate to
contact me at 1-800-462-4252.

Sincerely,

/éam&

Adrienne H. Cole
Secretary/Treasurer
Carteret County Transportation Committee

e
£
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Roger Newby

. Chairman

Dr. David K. Lenker, Jr.
S:pmmndm ki Carteret County Schools Cathy Neagle
. Yice Chairman
Jane R, Alexander Carteret County Board of Education Bl Blair
Asslstant Superintendent P.0. Box 600, Beaufort, NC 28516-0600 June Fulcher
Jobn A. Welmers, Jr. 252-728-4583 / 252-728-3028 FAX Ellen Piner
Assistant Superintendent http://www.clis.com/ccs/ Arnold Stone

September 19, 2000

Mark L. Reep, P.E., Project Development Engineer

NCDOT Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch -
1548 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-1548

Dear Mr. Reep:

Thursday s information meeting for local officials was beneficial, and I want to thank you
for organizing that meeting. The proposed Beaufort project (TIP No. R-3307) is important to
many people for various reasons.

As the Superintendent of the Carteret County Public School System, I am writing to again -
express my desire for you to select an alternative that does not cut across school system property.
As you are aware, the Carteret County Board of Education has purchased land beside Beaufort
Middle School for the construction of a new elementary school along with recreation fields and
play areas for area residents. That land stretches northeast from Carraway Drive. A set of Alter-
natives cut directly through that land and another set cut across the northern part of that land. I
am requesting that you select either Alternative 1D or 2D which pass north of the property and do
not cut across the land.

Please feel free to contact me if you have questions about this request. I appreciate the
North Carolina Department of Transportation's continued support of the Carteret County Public
School System.

Sincerely,
i " .

/ R 72 . d g
57/,:_, . / R e

Dr. David K. Lenker, Jr.
Supenntendent

MISSION
THE MISSION of the Carteret County Schools is to graduste all students, prepared to be productive citizens.




BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED that, barring any insurmountable environmental or engineering
impacts, the Carteret County Transportation Committee prefers the most northerly route as the
location of the Gallants Channel Bridge and accompanying approach roads. 1t should be noted
that the preference of the most northerly route does not exclude any of the other routes
previously identified by the North Carolina Department of Transportation.

ADOPTED, this the 30" day of October 2000

%/é Vet b —

Derryl Garnef, Chairman
Carteret County Transportation Commitiee




_ RESOLUTION
SUPPORTING THE REPLACEMENT OF GALLANTS CHANNEL BRIDGE
(R-3307) AND RECOMMENDING A PREFERRED LOCATION

WHEREAS, the Carteret County Board of Commissioners established the Carteret County
Transportation Committee in 1997 for the purpose of identifying the critical transportation needs
of the county and prioritizing those needs in a recommended Transportation Improvement
Program; and

WHEREAS, the twenty-seven member transportation committee includes representatives from
all of the municipalities in the county as well as other important stakeholders, such that the
-Commiittee’s recommendations reflect a county consensus; and

WHEREAS, the Carteret County Transportation Commiittee, afier careful and deliberate
consideration, recommended a Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) that placed the
Gallants Channel Bridge project as the top priority, the same priority the project has enjoyed in
the county’s TIP since 1994; and

WHEREAS, the project was chosen as the top priority because of the need to improve current
traffic congestion but also to complete a vital component of the upgrade of US 70 from Raleigh
to the Morehead City Port; and

WHEREAS, this recommendation was unanimously ratified by the County Commission and all
of the Commissions of all of the municipalities in the county in November 1997; and

WHEREAS, the North Carolina Department of Transportation has included replacement of the
Gallants Channel Bridge in the state Transportation Improvement Program; and ’

WHEREAS, the North Carolina Department of Transportation has examined all the péssib]e
altematives for the location of the replacement bridge and its accompanying approach roads and
has selected those alternatives that are the most reasonable for further study; and

WHEREAS, the replacement of Gallants Channel Bridge has been the subject of study and
public comment for several years. '

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Carteret County Transportation Committee
urges the North Carolina Department of Transportation to limit its further study of proposed
bridge and approach road locations to those alternatives having already been identified as the
most feasible; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that, because of the importance of the project to Carteret
County, the North Carolina Port at Morehead City and all of eastern North Carolina, the North
Carolina Department of Transportation move forward with the selection of the project location as
quickly as possible recognizing that further delay will increase the cost of the project; and




i

R-3307
page 2

In conversation with my board, the Beaufort-Morehead City Airport Authority supports the'
construction of a replacement Gallants Channel Bridge. We are willing to cooperate with all the
plans presented so far including some re-configurations of runways and closing of the ninways
during construction if needed.

Please feel free to contact me if we can be of assistance to you.

T

Arthur Gill, Chairman
Beaufort-Morehead City Airport Authority

Sincer

cc:  Board Members
Mark Esposito, NC DOT-Aviation Division




Michael |.Smith
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Beaufort-Morehead City Airport Ruthority
Post Office Box 875
Beaufort, North Carolina 28516-0875

January 25, 1999

Mark L. Reep
N.C.DOT

P.O. Box 25201
Raleigh, NC 27611-5201

Reference: R-3307, Beaufort, NC
Dear Mark,

I have reviewed your most recent drawings for the above project showing all possible routes for
this project. I have a number of concerns relating to the airport. These concerns are for your
information and are not to be considered as opposition to the project.

First, at the end of Section C and the beginning of Section O is the end of Runway 03. The
landing threshold for this runway is presently displaced because of West Beaufort Rd. .If the new
road is closer to the end of the runway or higher than the present road, the threshold will

likely be moved again and therefore shortening the runway, however, this would not be as
significant if we are able to extend Runway 08-26. ‘

Second, Section 0 will cause the removal of privately owned hangars on private land. ms will
displace fifteen (15) aircraft. The replacement of these hangars willbe a prf)blem. The Airport
Authority with the encouragement of the FAA has a policy of no new off airport property hangars
and presently there is not enough property available if they were a%lowed. The property for
construction of new hangars on the airport is also limited, as well is funds from Carteret County.

Third, Section 0 also concerns the end of Runway 32. The threshold of this'runway has a
considerable displacement because of the trees at the end of the runway. It is our hope that the
new road, whether Sections 0, M, N, or K are used, will be close enough to remove the obstacles,
but far enough away to allow the full use of the runway.

I hope the comments are helpful. If you need the distances for clearances from the runways,

Mark Esposito with the Aviation Division should be able to help you.




April 18,2000

Mr. Mark Reep
N.C.D.O.T.

Division of Highways
P.O. Box 25201
Raleigh, N.C. 27611

Dear Mark,

It was surprising to see the cost estimate on the tunnel proposal across Gallants’ Channel.
I want to thank all of those involved with developing the estimates for their time and ‘
effort.

The tunnel project attempted to alleviate the traffic conjestion over the Grayden Paul
Bridge. allow access to downtown Beaufort via the Grayden Paul Bridge eliminating the
two proposed access roads of Queen and Pollock Streets, and maintain the scenic view
over Gallants’ Channel. It also had a lower impact on the Maritime Museum project and
the airport runway than a high rise bridge.

Now with the tunnel option cost prohibiting the second best option would be replacing
the two lane tunnel with a two lane high rise bridge and keeping the Grayden Paul Bridge
as the main entrance into Beaufort. I realize D.0.T. wouid prefer a four lane bridge and
eliminate the existing bridge, but there are a lot of residents that do not support a four
lane bridge, do not support the Queen and Pollock Street exits, but do support the existing
bridge as the entrance into our lovely historic town. :

Would you please consider the proposal of a two lane high rise bridge and leaving the
existing bridge as the main entrance into Beaufort?

O WA,
Mayor Thomas Steepy
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North Carolina Marimimwe Museum

George Ward Shannon, Jr., Ph.D.
Director

12/2/98

Mr. Mark Reep

North Carolina Department of Transportation
Planning and Environmental Branch

PO Box 25201

Raleigh, North Carolina 27611

Dear Mr. Reepf

Thank you for informing me of DOT’s proposed alternative that may possibly
result in a new route for the Gallant’s Channel High Rise Bridge that would bring it down
very close to our newly acquired 36 acre Gallant’s Channel property. In response to your .
questions about the development plan for the 36 acre North Carolina Maritime Museum
Gallant’s Channel Annex I have enclosed two documents for your records. The first
document shows the location of our property on West Beaufort Road. The second
document provides you with our development plan for the property. It is our museum’s
goal to develop into the premier maritime museum in the south on this 36 acre parcel!
Given our plan to have tall ships dock along our 2000 linear feet of deep water frontage, 1
do not believe that it is in the museum’s best interest to have a tall bridge come down on
our property between us and the Town Creek Marina. That proposed route would greatly
diminish the utility and estethics of our deep water frontage area and thereby diminish the
museum’s ability to promote heritage tourism to help our community grow.

I am,

. ”
Sincerely yours,

George Ward Shannon, Jr., Ph.D.
Director, North Carolina Maritime Museum

cc:

Betty Ray McCain, Secretary, Department of Cultural Resources
Elizabeth F. Buford, Deputy Secretary, Department of Cultural Resources
Dr. Jeffrey J. Crow, Director, Division of Archives and History

Grayden Paul, President, Friends of the North Carolina Maritime Museum

Dr. John Costlow, Vice-President, Friends of the North Carolina Maritime Museum
15 Front Street + Beaufort, NC 28516-2124 phone: 252.728.7317 Jax: 252.728.2108 e-mail: maritime(@ ncsl.dcr.state.nc.us

The North Carolina Maritime Museunt is a section of Archives and History. a division of the N.C Department of Cultural Resources




North Carolina Marimive Museum

George Ward Shannon, Jroo Ph.D.
Director

| : 2/26/99

Mr. Mark Reep

North Carolina Department of Transportation
Planning and Environmental Branch

PO Box 25201

Raleigh, North Carolina 27611

Dear Mr. Reep:

I discussed with Dr. John Costlow DOT’s request for information concerning
title, acreage, the survey plat map, and expenditures paid by the Friends for the 36.6 acre
North Carolina Maritime Museum Gallant’s Channel Annex. Dr. Costlow, President of
the Friends of the North Carolina Maritime Museum informed me that the Friends would
like to gather more information before they respond to DOT with their damage claim.

Since the title of the property in question is currently held by the Friends, they
would like DOT to correspond with them regarding the proposed alternate 4 route for the
Gallant’s Channel bridge across their property. Please address your correspondence to:

Dr. John Costlow

President .
-Friends of the North Carolina Maritime Museum

315 Front Street

Beaufort, North Carolina 28516

7

- Iam,
Sincerely yours,

(‘:‘\-e g\ Q@%\\Oﬂwv\—\
George Ward Shannon, Jr., Ph.D.
Director, North Carolina Maritime Museumn

cc:
Betty Ray McCain, Secretary, Department of Cultural Resources

Elizabeth F. Buford, Deputy Secretary, Department of Cultural Resources

Dr. Jeffrey J. Crow, Director, Division of Archives and History

Dr. John Costlow, President, Friends of the North Carolina Maritime Museum

315 Front Street « Beaufont, NC 28516-2124 phone: 252.728.7317 Jax: 252.728.2108

~ e-mail: maritime@ncsl.dcr.state.nc.us

Tbe North Carolina Maritime Museum is a section of Archives and History, a division of the N.C Depanment of Cultural Resources
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From planning documents daung back to 1992, we were aware of the possibility of a
high-rise bridge across Gallants- Channel to replace the existing drawbridge. Until just the last £
few months however, there has never been any suggestion of a possible routing of the bridge T
Over our property. Had this been known, we would never have proceeded with the project, -
particularly soliciting our legislators and private contributors for funding to support the purchase
of the Gallasts Chenne) property.

Your proposed routing negatively impacts almost 10 acres of our property and destroys
the conservation Jab, docks and Jr. Sailing facilities just recently installed. Even worse, it
eliminates approximately 600 R. of valuable waterfront with its associated riparian rights
extending to the charmel that leads into Town Creck Marina from Gallants Channel. Further a
high-rise bridge practcally over the top of our propery is hardly appropriate for the serene park-

. Like sctting we zavisioned for this site. Unless D.O.T. knows of some way to replace the
impscted property and associate water rights we do not believe it is possible to develop the
Gallants Channel property into the vision we all have for a magnificent N. C. Maritime Museum
omplex. .

Itis our belief that the developed Gallants Channel Site will have a major favorable -
economic impact or: the local community. We expect over 1/2 million visitors per year by 2010.
The N.C. Maritime Museun would be a destination point for visitors from all over the country.

Ouwr planning provides for parking, which is a critical issue for the own of Beaufort. D.O.T.
Froposed access to our property from the bridge roadway is completely unacecptoble. Visitors
coming in from the West would have to cross two lanes of traffic. Planned shuttle operation
between the Gallants Channel Sitz and downtown Beaufort would be almost impossible with
tram style shuttle buses having to enter and exit a four-lane hiph-speed throughway.

The Friends of the Museun will be glad to work with D.O.T. in any way possible to
solve this problem. We just do not want to see the opportunity of & lifetime for the N.C.
Maritime Museum sacrificed to arouting for 2 bridge, which could be directed elsewhere.

It would be greatly appreciated if we could meet with you to discuss this problem and perhaps
receive some guidance, which could belp in any future deffberations. v

Respectfully,
Friends of the Museum Board
7

Dr. John Costlow, President

harles B lon..Vice President Michael'Bradley, Treasurer
Mary Bierly, Secretary Marlene Anderson, Member-at-Large

- /7’] a%ﬁ‘JKé W/M,L ax_bsdm«.«
| %.Doughton, Member-at-Large




Friends of the Museum

North Czrolina Mantume Museum . 313 bront Street. dravfor, North Carolina 23516, (232) 728-7317
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Much 19, 1999

M:. Bob Maddox
P.O.Box 136
Pollocksville, NC 28573

Dear Mr. Maddox,
This letter is directed to you as the senior D.O.T. represcniative icr this arca. Tbe Friends

of the Muscum would like to.cxpress their strong opposition'te D.0:T.'s proposed altcrmate 4 for
the Gallants Channel high-risc bridge, which would cross our property. To better understand our
position, a little background on our rele in this mater seems to be in order.

. We are a S01{C)3) non profit volunteer organization of some 1400 members state-wide
whose purpose is to support the North Carolina Maritime Muscum through contribution of
services, advice and council and money. Formed in 1979, the Friends have been the largest
contributors to the Muszurn from its start 23 a small storefront operation on Turmer Street in
Beaufort, 10 its position today as a fully accredited N.C. Maritime Museum. :

In ‘he early 1990s, it was recognized that the Muscum's major obstacle to furtber growth
and development was lack of physical space. The Museum's downtown faciliies are surrounded
by commercial properties with no space to add new buildings.

Al the urging of then Director, Rodney Barfield, the Friends began the task of seeking out
properties for expansion. A number of opportunities were explored but pope turned out be
satisfactory or economically feasible. Then in ealy 1995, a 36-acre tract on Gallants Channel,
just one mile from downtown Beaufort was offered to the Museum at what we felt was 2
rtasonable price of $3.2 million. Although an atractve price, this was a considerable amount of
money for the Friends orgamization whose annual budget was a litde over $225,000.
Nevertheless, this site, with around 1500 ft. of deep-watex frontage located on Gallants Chennel
which runs from Taylor's Cresk in Besufort 10 the Intercoastal Waterway, was an ideal site for
cur expansion. The opportunities were there for the N.C. Maritime Museumn to become the
premier Maritime Museum of the South and in the same class as the famous Mystic Seaport
Museum in Connecticut, (Note: The Mystic Seaport Muscuro bas revenus of around $20
rillion per year and is the major economic catelyst for most of the Conneécticut seaboard.)

The Friends made a critical commitment, and over 2 three-year period, with major
financial support from the N.C. General Asscmbly in 1996 and 1997, was able to purchase this
property in July of 1997, with final closure in July of 1998. :

Beginning in late 1997, we made significant additional investments in this property -
inciuding funding a master plan for development and environmental permitting, clearing of the
site, building 21 interim conservation lab with a 100 fi. fixed pier and floating docks, sewer and
water systems. roads, Jr. Sailing facilities, etc. This area is ideal for our headquarters for alving
cperations on the recently discovered site, near Beaufort inlet, of Biackbeard's Queen Annes’

A privess, non-profil REPPOT FTOVP o De Morth Caroliu Murtimas Mison




Appendix.D. -
NEPA/ Section 404 Merger
Agreement Correspondence
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- March 14, 2001
Page | of |

Section 404/NEPA Merger Project Team Meeting Agreement
Concurrence Point No. 2 - Alternatives To Be Studied
In Detail In The NEPA Document.

State Project No./Federal Project No./ Action ID/TIP No./Title/Description:

8.1162501. STPNHF-70(43). 199800930. R-3307, US 70. Beaufort, Carteret County.

The proposed project is to replace the existing US Highway 70 (US 70) drawbridge with a high-rise bridge
and to extend the highway as a multilane facility from four lanes at Radio Island 10 north of Pinners Point
Road (SR 1303). -

Alternatives (Concurrence - September, 1999):

The project team previously concurred with the alternatives to be carried forward in the environmental ‘
document as described in an NCDOT letter dated April 12, 1999 and Corps of Engineers letters dated May
19. 1999 and September 27, 1999.” These include Altematives 2A. 2B. |A. 1B, 3A, Queen Street Connector,
and the Polloch Street Connector. In addition. a two-lane, one-way traffic configuration is to be addressed in
the Transportation System Management (TSM) section of the EA.

Reviséd Alternatives To Be Studied In Detail In The NEPA Document:

Based on public input and environmental concerns, the alternatives are revised to include Alternatives 2A,
2B.2D. 2E. 1A, IB. ID. 1E, 3A as shown on the attached figure dated March 14, 2001. The Alternative 2
alignments include a connector using existing Turner Street, and the Alternative | alignments include a
connector using West Beaufort Road and Turner Street. In addition, a two-lane, one-way traffic
configuration is to be addressed in the TSM section of the EA.

The Project Team has concurred on this date of March 14, 2001 with the “alternatives to be studied in detail”
in the NEPA document as stated above. All the alternatives selected, except the no-build alternative, meet the

se and need of the proposed project. -
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March 14,2001
Page 1 of 1

Section 404/NEPA Merger Project Team Meeting Agreement
Concurrence Point No. 2 - Alternatives To Be Studied
In Detail In The NEPA Document.

State Project No./Federal Project No./ Action ID/TIP No./’l’itlefDescrinﬁgn:

2.1162501, STPNHF-70(43), 199800930, R-3307, US 70, Beaufort, Certeret County.
The proposed project is to replace the existing US Highway 70 (US 70) drawbridge with a high-rise bridge

and to extend the highway as 2 multilane facility from four lanes at Radio \sland to north of Pinners Point
Road (SR 1303).

Alternatives (Concurrence - September, 1999):
with the alternatives 0 be carried forward in the environmental

document as described in an NCDOT letter dated April 12,1999 and Corps of Engineers Jetters dated May
19. 1999 and September 27, 1999. These include Alternatives 2A, 2B, 14, 1B, 1A, Queen Street Connector,
and the Pollock Street Connector. In addition, 2 nwo-lane, one-way traffic configuration is to be addressed in

the Transponation System Management (TSM) section of the EA.

The project team previously concurred

Revised Alternatives To Be Studicd In Detail In The NEPA Document:

the alternatives arc revised to include Alternatives 2A,

2B, 2D, 2E, 1A, 1B, 1D, 1E, 3A as shown ou the attached figure dated March 14, 2001. The Altzrmative 2
alignments include a conneetor using existing Turner Street, and the Alternative 1 alignments include a
canrector using West Reaufort Road and Turner Street. In addition, a two-lane, one-way waffic

configuration is to be addressed in the TSM section of the EA.

Based on public input and environmental concems,

The Project Team has concurred on this date of March 14, 2001 with the “alternatives to be studied in detail”
in the NEPA document as stated above. All the alternatives selected, except the no-build alternative, meet the.

purpose and need of the proposed project.

US Army Corps of Engineers Federal Highway Administration

e

US Coast Guard US Environmental Protection Agency

US Fish & Wildlife Service National Marine F isheries Service

NC Depariment of Transportation “NC Division of Water Quality

NC Wildlife Resources Commission

of Marine Fillyries 4

NC Department of Cultural Resourees ﬁC Division

NC Division of Coastal Management
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Page | of |

Scction 404/NEPA Merger Project Team Meeting \arcement
Concurrence Point No. 2 - Alternatives To Be Studied
In Detail In The NEPA Document.

State Project No./Federal Project No./ Action ID/TIP No./Title/Description:

8.1162501, STPNHF-70(43), 199800950. R-3307, US 70). Beauror. Carteret County.

The proposed project is to replace the existing US Highway 70 (US 70) drawbridge with a high-rise bridge
and 1o extend the highway as a multilane facility from four lanes at Radio Island to north of Pinners Point
Road (SR 1303).

Alternatives (Concurrence - September, 1999):

The project team previously concurred with the alternatives to be carried forward in the environmental
document as described in an NCDOT lerter dated. April-12, 1999-and Corps of Engineers lerters dated May
19, 1999 and Septemnber 27, 1999. These include Alternatives 2A, 2B, A, IB, 3A. Queen Street Conneclor,
and the Pollock Street Connector. In addition. a two-lane, one-way traffic configuration is to be addressed in
the Transportation System Management (TSM) section of the EA.

Revised Alternatives To Be Studied In Detail In The NEPA Documen::

Based on public input and environmental concerns, the alternatives are revised to include Alternatives .
-2B.2D. 2E, IA; IB. ID, IE, 3A as shown on the attached figure dated March 14, 200i. The Alternative 2
alignments include a connector using existing Turner Street, and the Alternative | alignments include a
connector using West Beaufort Road and Turner Street. In addition, a two-lane. one-way traffic
configuration is to be addressed in the TSM section of the EA.

The Project Team has concurred on this date of March 14, 2001 with the “alternatives to be studied in detail”
in the NEPA document as stated above. All the alternatives selected, except the no-build alternative, meet the

purpose and need of the proposed project.

US Army Corps of Engineers Federal Highway Administration
- —_—
"“W/ 4 'Jg M
LS Coast Guard US Environmental Protection Agency
US Fish & Wildlife Service National Marine Fisheries Service
NC Department of Transportation NC Division of Water Quality
NC Division of Coastal Management NC Wildlife Resources Commission

NC Department of Cultural Resources
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Commander 431 Crawford Street!
United States Coast Guard (Aowb) Pontsmouth, Va. 23704-5004

Fifth Coast Guard Distnct Stalf Symbol: Aowo
Phonna [7571398-6227

FAX. (757) 398-6334

U.S. Department
of Transportation

United Statas
Coast Guard

16590
20 MAR 0!

Mr. Mark Reep, P.E.

North Carolina Depantment of Transporation
Project Development and Environmental Analysis
1548 Mail Service Center :
Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1548

Dear Mr. Reep:

This'is in response 10 your memorandum dated February 28, 2001, regarding the proposcd
replacement of the existing bascule bridge across Gallants Channel, mile 0.1, in Beaufort, Nortl:

Carolina.

Your memorandum and the attachments have been reviewed by Ms. Linda Gilliam of my staff. |
"have signed the concurrence sheet agreeing that all the alternatives should be studied in detail in
the NEPA document. When an alternative has been selected for this project, please ensure that
the NEPA document addresses all waterways that will be crossed by the proposed project. The
characteristics and navigational use of the waterways should be included in this discussion. By
including this information in the NEPA document, we will be in a better position to make
determinations as to whether bridge permits will be required for the crossing of waterways other

than Gallants Channel.

If you should have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Ms. Linda Gilliam, Bridge
Management Specialist, at (757) 398-6227.

Sincerely, e
'/-.
‘/ \/ ,.,‘ o
- RS S A S

ANN B. BEATON

Chief, Bridge Administration Section
By direction of the Commander

Fifth Coast Guard District

Encl: (1) NCDOT Concurrence Sheet




between Havelock and Beaufort.

Following receipt of the EPA comments, the EPA and the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS) were contacted by telephone regarding the EPA comments. These comments were also
discussed with the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (WRC). These discussions
are summarized as follows: '

1. Purpose and Need. The NMFS and WRC concur with the purpose and need of the
proposed project. Both of these agencies are familiar with the traffic problems in this area and -
agree the existing drawbridge is creating traffic congestion due to the opening and closing of the
bridge. This problem along with inadequate traffi¢ capacity of US 70 in Beaufort warrants the
need for the proposed project. Based on the above, the EPA concurs with the purpose and need
for the proposed project.

2. Altematives 1A and 1B. The NMFS and WRC support retaining Alternatives 1 A and
IB. The project team also agreed 1o retain these alternatives in the meeting of March 12, 1999.

. Although it is recognized by all the review agencies that these alternatives may have significant

impacts to wetlands and residential and commercial shorelines, the estimated impacts of each
alternative is not known at this time. Additionally, the Tumer Street connector has been dropped
due to the significant impacts to high quality coastal marsh. Based on these discussions and the
decision to eliminate the Tumner Street connector from further analysis, the EPA concurred to
retain these alternatives in the DEIS.

3. Alternatives 3B. This alternative would replace the existing drawbridge with a four lane
high-rise bridge along the existing location and provide two-lane, one-way traffic configurations
using Cedar Street and Pine Street. Neither the town of Beaufort nor the NMEFS support this
alternative. The NMFS is concerned that Alternative 3B would have significant impacts on the
minority area along Pine Street and would not meet the purpose and need for the project. In
addition, the project team concurred to drop this alternative in the March 16, 1999 team meeting.
During recent telephone discussions, the EPA suggested retaining this alternative as a ‘
Transportation Systems Management Alternative (TSM). After further discussion, the EPA, in
view of the NMFS concemns, concurred to drop this alternative from further analysis provided the
two-lane, one-way traffic configuration portion of Alternative 3B is addressed in the TSM
section of the EIS.

4. Alternative 3A. The NMFS supports retaining Alternative 3A as an upgrade existing
facilities alternative. This alternative includes replacing the existing bridge with a new 4-lane
Bascule Bridge. EPA has concurred with retaining this alternative but questioned whether the
replacement bridge should have two lanes versus 4 lanes.

5. Existing Drawbridge. One final idea discussed with the NMFS and EPA was retainir}g
the existing drawbridge in place of the two connectors at Queen and Pollock streets proposed in

2




J"IQ/C oA S Sy <, "\'\

/ & N
’ \

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY i 2
WILMINGTON DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS :
_ PO.BOX 1890 , 5 o 7]
WILMINGTON, NORTH CAROLINA 28402-1890 ‘\ . c S
L o -, Lo :‘ '?é :’:, rc. P4
IN REPLY REFER TO September 27, 1999 \‘s./,'f RS \;Sirf“ /
AN Ay PR ARR
SNh ‘.‘\.-,'\f =t
Regulatory Division SR
‘ Action ID No. 199800930, TIP No. R-3307. Relocation of US 70. Beaufort. Carteret County.,

North Carolina.

Mr. William D. Gilmore. P.E.. Manager -

Project Development and Environmental Analysis Branch
Division of Highways

North Carolina Department of Transportation

Post Office Box 25201

Raleigh, North Carolina 27611-5201

‘Dear Mr. Gilmore:

Reference our letier dated May 19, 1999, a letter from the Environmental Protection Agency
dated May 27, 1999, and your letter dated April 12, 1999 on the North Carolina Department of
Transponation proposal to replace the existing US Highway 70 (US 70) drawbridge with a high-
i rise bridge and to extend the highway as a multilane facility from four lanes at Radio Island to
W north of Pinners Point Road (SR 1303), Beaufort, Carteret County, North Carolina.

Ll

- The purpose of this letter is to address the EPA concerns on the purpose and need and to
clarify the alternatives to be carried forward in the Draft EIS (DEIS) for the proposed project. As
you are aware, our concurrence on the purpose and need and the alternatives to be carried
forward in the DEIS were provided in our letters of September 30, 1998 and May 19, 1999,
respectively. We have concurred to carry forward alternatives 2A, 2B, 1A, 1B, 3A, Queen Street
Connector, and the Pollock Street Connector. '

Subsequent to our letter of May 19, 1999, the EPA by letter dated May 27, 1999 submitted
comments on the purpose and need and alternatives to be carried forward in the DEIS. The EPA
questioned the need for a high-speed bypass since Beaufort is the major eastern-most destination
for US 70 traffic. In addition, the EPA recommended dropping Alternatives 1A and 1B and to
carry forward Alternatives 3A and 3B. The EPA recommendation to drop Alternatives 1A and
1B was due to the significant impacts to wetlands and residential and commercial shorelines
along the Gallants Channel shoreline. With regards to Alternative 3A and 3B, the EPA stated all
aspects of traffic systems management should be considered. EPA further stated that NCDOT
should consider two-lane one way traffic configurations with a mid-rise bascule bridge in order
to reduce delays to marine traffic and existing land use disturbance of massive approaches to
high-rise spans. Lastly, the EPA stated the needs statement should reflect the proposed freeway




Copies Furnished (with enclosure):

Mr. John Domey

North Carolina Dept. of Environrent and

Natural Resources
Water Quality Division
1621 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, North Carolina 27699-1621

Mr. Larry Hardy

National Marine Fisheries Service - -
Pive_rs Island

Beaufort, North Carolina 28516

Ted Bisterfield
Wetlands Section, Region IV

. Water Management Division

U'S Environmental Protection Agency
Atlanta Federal Center

61 Forsyth Street, SW

Atlanta. Georgia 30303

Mr. John Hefner, Field Supervisor
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Fish and Wildlife Enhancement

Post Office Box 33726

Raleigh, North Carolina 27636-3726

BCF:

CESAW.RG-L/Jahnke
CESAW-RG-L/Timpy
CESAW-RG/Franklin

Mr. David Cox

Highway Coordinator

North Carolina Wildlife Resources
Commission

1142 ]-85 Service Road
Creedmoor, North Carolina 27522

Mrs. Renee Gledhill-Early

State Historic Preservation Office
109 E. Jones Street

Raleigh, North Carolina 27601-2807

Mr. Charles Jones, Manager
Morehead City Regional Office

North Carolina Division of Coastal
Management

Hestron Plaza Two

151-B Highway 24 v
Morehead City, North Carolina 28557

Mr. M. Ted Tyndall, District Manager
Morehead City Regional Office.
North Carolina Division of Coastal
Management :
Hestron Plaza Two

151-B Highway 24

Morehead City, North Carolina 28557




comunctnon with Alternatives 1A/B and 2A/B. This idea was discussed by the project team and
eliminated in the March 16, 1999 team meeting. In addition, the USCG has indicated to NCDOT
its lack of support for this idea. Moreover, NCDOT projects that 18,000 vpd will use the
connectors (Queen and Pollock Streets) in the design year. After discussions with the EPA and
NMFS, it was agreed that the existing drawbridge would not adequately handle this volume of
traffic. Lastly the EPA and NMFS recognize that the main intention of the proposed project is to
replace the existing drawbridge with a high-rise bridge to alleviate traffic congestion caused by
opening and closing of the existing bndge Both the EPA and NMFS concur on eliminating this
idea from further consideration.

Based on thorough discussions with.the EPA and.the NMFS it was decided that the
alternatives concurred with in our letter dated May 19,1999 should be carried forward in the
DEIS. Additionally, based on the concurrence of NMFS and WRC and discussions described
above, the EPA concurs with the purpose and need for the proposed project. The alternatives to
be carried forward in the environmental document will include the Alternatives 2A, 2B, 1A, 1B,
3A. Queen Street Connector, and the Pollock Street Connector. In addition, a two-lane, one- way
traffic configuration is to be addressed in the TSM section of the EIS. Descriptions of these
alternatives were provided by NCDOT in its letter dated April 12, 1999 and shown on the
attached map.

Should you have any questions please contact Mr. David L. Timpy, Wilmington Field Office,
at (910) 251-4634.

Sincerely,

E. David Franklin
Special Projects Manager

Enclosure
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
WILMINGTON DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS

MAY 24 1999

PO. BOX 1890
WILMINGTON, NORTH CAROLINA 28402-1890 Lo NGF S
HASFIWAYS
May 19, 1999
IN REPLY REFER TO
Regulatory Division .
Action ID No. 199800930, TIP No. R-3307. Relocation of US 70, Beaufort, Carteret County, P

North Carolina.

Mr. William D. Gilmore. P.E., Manager
Planning and Environmental Branch
Division of Highwavs .

‘North Carolina Department of Transponaiion
Post Office Box 25201

Raleigh. North Carolina 27611-5201

Dear Mr. Gilmore: ‘

Reference vour letters dated April 12, 1999 and March 9, 1999 on the North Carolina
Department of Transportation proposal to replace the existing US Highway 70 (US 70)
drawbridge with a high-rise bridge and to extend the highway as a multilane facility from four

lanes at Radio Island to north of Pinners Point Road (SR 1303), Beaufort, Carteret County, North
Carolina.

A project team meeting was held on March 16, 1999 to discuss the selection of alternatives,
as shown on Figure 1B attached to your letter of April 12, 1999, to be studied in the draft
environmental document. It was agreed during the meeting to eliminate Alternatives 1C, 2C, 3B,
and the Tumer Street Connector from further analysis. An additional altemnative using the
existing drawbridge for access to downtown Beaufort was also considered by the project team.
However, concurrence was not obtained on this altemnative because it would not satisfy the
purposeand need of the project.

The project team also discussed eliminating Alternatives 1A, 1B, and 3A (Fi gure .lB) from
further analysis. It is our understanding that your desire to eliminate these alternatives is based
on comments received at the informational workshop held in the summer of 1998.

Your reasons for eliminating alternatives 1A and 1B include impacts to properties and
commercial fisherman along Gallants Channel, displacement of some residents near West .
Beaufort Road, and higher bridge construction cost.” However, these alternatives would z'avc.nd the
Historic District and would not require a Section 4(f) evaluation. Because of these conflicting
factors, the project team did not make a decision regarding Alternatives 1A and 1B.
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Copies Furnished (with enclosure):

-Mr. John Domey
Division of Water Quality
North Carolina Department of
Environment and Natural Resources
‘4401 Reedy Creek Road
Raleigh, North Carolina 27607

Mr. Larry Hardy

National Marine Ficheries Service
Pivers Island

Beaufort, North Carolina 28516

Mr. Ted Bisterfield
Wetlands Section, Region IV
. Water Management Division

Mr. Charles Jones, Manager
Morehead City Regional Office

NC Division of Coastal Management
Hestron Plaza Two

151-B Highway 24

Morehead City, North Carolina 28557

Mr. M. Ted Tyndall, District Manager
Morehead City Regional Office

NC Division of Coastal of Coastal Management
Hestron Plaza Two

151-B Highway 24

Morehead City, North Carolina 28557

- United States Environmental Protection Agency

Atlanta Federal Center
61 Forsyth Street, SW
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Mr. John Hefner, Field Supervisor
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Fish and Wildlife Enhancement

Post Office Box 33726

Raleigh, North Carolina 27636-3726

Mr. David Cox

North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission |

512 N. Salisbury Street
Raleigh, North Carolina 27604-1188

Mrs. Renee Gledhill-Early

State Historic Preservation Office
109 E. Jones Street

Raleigh, North Carolina 27601-2807




Your reasons for eliminating Alternative 3A include impacts to the Historic District that
would require a Section 4({) evaluation, impacts to properties and commercial fisherman along
Gallants Channel, and displacement of some residents and businesses along Cedar Street.
However, elimination of this alternative would result in a single bridge alignment and exclude an
“improve existing facilities™ alternative that would be carried forward in the environmental
document. We recommend that multiple bridge alignments or designs, including a new
drawbridge. be considered in the environmental document. Moreover, the environmental
document should include an alternative that would improve existing facilities.

After review of all the information described above, we concur with the elimination of
Alternatives 1C, 2C, 3B, and the Tumner Street Cornector from further analysis. However, we
belieye that altematives 1A, 1B, and 3A should be carried forward in the environmental
document. It is essential that the alternative analysis be thorough and complete to ensure
adequate public interest review and to satisfy our requirements under the National Environmental

Policy Act and Section 404(b)(1) guidelines.

. In summary. the alternatives to be carried forward in the environmental document should
include the Alternatives 2A, 2B, 1A, 1B, 3A, Queen Street Connector, and the Pollock Street
Connector. These alternatives are shown in Figure 1 of your letter of Apnil 12, 1999 (attached).
We also recommend that in the future, proposed alternatives labels remain unchanged throughout
the environmental analysis and that figures showing proposed alternatives are dated.

Should you have any questions please contact me at (910) 251-4634.
Sincerely,
/1 Y
/8
[t ’ﬂ//f/ 77
' David L. Timpy
Regulatory Project Manager




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
WILMINGTON DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS

PO. BOX 1890
WILMINGTON, NORTH CAROLINA 28402-1890

IN REPLY REFER TO

September 30, 1998
Regulatory Division

Action ID No. 199800930, TIP No. R-3307, Relocation of US 70, Beaufort. Cartére! County.
North Carolina.

CEIyX
S

Mr. William D. Giimore. P.E.. Manager l‘o n

! ) ~ U007 051998
Planning and Environmental Branch % - - 21
Division of Highways \Z:" wIVISION oF =
North Carolina Department of Transportation NG, RIGHWAYS a2y
Post Office Box 25201 N S
Raleigh. North Carolina 27611-5201 ‘ RRESIVANS

Dear Mr. Gilmore:

Reference your letter dated June 17, 1998, on the North Carolina Department of
Transportation proposal to replace the existing US Highway 70 (US 70) drawbridge with a high-
rise bridge and to extend the highway as a multilane facility from four lanes at Radio Island to
north of Pinners Point Road (SR 1303), Beaufort, Carteret County; North Carolina.

The stated purpose and need of the proposed project as described in your letter referenced
above is to eliminate travel delays occurring at the drawbridge and to increase the traffic carrying
capacity of US 70 in the Beaufort area. Additionally, eight alignment alternatives are being
considered. '

The project will be processed in accordance with the procedures set forth in the interagency
agreement to integrate Section 404 of the Clean Water Act with the National Environmental
Protection Act requirements (NEPA). Accordingly, we concur with the stated purpose and need
and the eight alternatives as described as set forth in your letter.

The environmental documentation for the proposed project should address the issues
discussed in the initial scoping meeting of February 17, 1998, that were identified in your letter
of March 11, 1998. Additionally, it is advised that recommendations by the US Fish & Wildlife
Service provided in its letter dated July 28, 1998, be utilized to ensure that concerns pertaining to
the waters of the United States, including wetlands, are considered at this early stage.
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Appendix.E ..
Air Quality and
Traffic Noise Data

‘n



Should you have any questions please contact me at (910) 251-4634.

Sincerely,

/&(//Q/@'{?

Dave Timpy
Regulatory Project Manager
Wilmington Field Office

Copies Furnished:

Mr. John Domey

Division of Water Quality-

N C Department of Environment
and Natural Resources

4401 Reedy Creek Road

Raleigh. North Carolina 27607

Mr. Larry Hardy

National Marine Fisheries Service
Pivers Island

Beaufort. North Carolina 28516

Mrs. Kathy Matthews

Wetlands Section, Region IV

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
Atlanta Federal Center

61 Forsyth Street, SW

Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Mr. David.Cox

N C Wildlife Resources Commission
512 N. Salisbury Street

Raleigh. North Carolina 27604-1188

Mrs. Debbie Bevins

Mrs. Renee Gledhill-Early

State Historic Preservation Office
109 E. Jones Street

Raleigh, North Carolina 27601-2807

Mr. M. Ted Tyndall, District Manager
Morehead City Regional Office

North Carolina Division of Coastal Management
Hestron Plaza Two

151-B Highway 24

Morehead City, North Carolina 28557

Mr. John Hefner. Field Supervisor
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Fish and Wildlife Enhancement

Post Office Box 33726

Raleigh, North Carolina 27636-3726




- ' TABLE N2

NOISE ABATEMENT CRITERIA

CRITERIA FOR EACH FHWA ACTIVITY CATEGORY 7
HOURLY A-WEIGHTED SOUND LEVEL - DECIBELS (dBA) S
Activity : S
Categorv Leq(h) Description of Activity Categorv e
A 57 Lands on which serenity and quiet arc of extraordinary significance
(Exterion) and serve an important public necd and where the preservation of
those qualites are essential if the area is to continue to serve its
intended purpose.
B 67 Picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, active sporis areas,
(Exterior) parks, residences, motels, hotels, schools. churches, libranes, and
hospitals. :
C 72 Developed lands, properties, or activities not included in Categories
(Exterior) A or B above,
D - Undeveloped lands.
E 52 Residences, motels, hotels, public meeting rooms, schools,
(Interior) churches, libraries, hospitals, and auditoriums.

Source: Title 23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 772, U. S. Department of Transportation,
Federal Highway Administration.

CRITERIA FOR SUBSTANTIAL INCREASE

HOURLY A-WEIGHTED SOUND LEVEL - DECIBELS (dBA) o
Existing Noise Level Increase in dBA from Existing Noise o
in Leq(h) Levels to Future Noise Levels
< 50 >= 13
>= 350 >= 10

Source: North Carolina Department of Transportation Noise Abatement Policy.




TABLE N1

HEARING: SOUNDS BOMBARDING US DAILY

140 Shotgun blast, jet 30m away at takeofT ‘ PAIN
Motor test chamber HUMAN EAR PAIN THRESHOLD
130 —--- ‘
L Firecrackers
& 120 Severe thunder, pneumatic jackhammer
N Hockey crowd
Amplified rock music UNCOMFORTABLY LOUD
110w
Textile loom
100 Subway train, elevated train, farm tractor
Power lawn mower, newspaper.press - - -
Heavy city traffic, noisy factory 1.OUD
90 ---- '
D Diesel truck 65 km/h at 15m away
E 80 Crowded restaurant, garbage disposal
C "| Average factory, vacuum cleaner
I Passenger car 80 kmv/h at 15m away MODERATELY LOUD
B ©70--- -
E Quiet typewriter
L 60 Singing birds, window air-conditioner
S Quiet automobile
Normal conversation, average office QUIET
50 «----
Houschold refrigerator
Quiet office VERY QUIET
40 -
Average home
30 Dripping faucet
. Whisper at 1.5m away
20 Light rainfall, ruste of leaves
AVERAGE PERSON'S THRESHOLD OF HEARING
Whisper JUST AUDIBLE
10
0 THRESHOLD FOR ACUTE HEARING ,
Sources: World Book, Rand McNally Atlas of the Human Body, Encyclopedia

America, "Industrial Noise and Hearing Conversation" by J. B. Olishifski
and E. R. Harford (Researched by N. Jane Hunt and published in the
Chicago Tribune in an illustrated graphic by Tom Heinz.)
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